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I. Overview of the Project

AW

The Problem
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The formal structure of school governance is made up of a
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federal government, fifty state governments, a large number of
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intermediate units (including counties), and more than 20,000 local

school districts. Thousands of laymen serving as board members,

Bty

legislators, congressmen, jurists, citizen committees, and general

S

T
LS

out the different levels of government. Hundreds of thousands of

!
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volunteers are involved in establishing educational policy through- j

persons serve the schools as employees. Local school districts range |
N in size from the largest, such as New York City, which enrolls more
than a million pupils, to non-operating districts such as exist in
the Midwest, which have school bhoards but enroll no pupils, own no
buildings, and do not operate schools. Some districts serve only
elementary school pupils, while others provide programs from pre-

school years through four-year colleges. Some school districts have

only three board members; many have five- or seven-member boards;

and others are even larger. Most school board members are elected

by popular vote, but about ten per cent are appointed through differing
appointment prucedures. Some school districts are dependent on other
local units of government for financial support, but most school
districts are largely autonomous in regard to finance (except for
state and federal aid) as well as curricular and other policy issues.

Different types of intermediate units also exist. These range from

wl-
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the county as an intermediate unit (one of the first types of

intermediate units to be formed) to those units which are regional

in scope and which provide services which local school districts

TR el e e .

cannot provide by themselves.

Although there are many similarities in the manner in which

the fifty states conduct their educational enterprise, there are
also some significant differences. Hawaii has chosen to govern its

educational affairs centrally, and has provided but one school

ot i s A it sing e

district, which is the state. Nebraska, on the other hand, continues
to support about 3,000 local districts, each with its board of
education, and each relatively independent of the state educational
agency and the state government. There are approximately 53,000
pupils in the state of Alaska, while New York, on the other hand,
enrolls nearly three and on-half million students. Forty-eight of

the states have some type of state board of education responsible

in varying degrees for establishing policies and regulations govern-
ing the elementary and secondary schools of the state, and in some
instances, institutions of higher education. fhese étate boards
vary widely in their degree of influence and power.

The legal structure of school governance is divided into three
levels: the federal government, the stéte government, and local
units (intermediate units may be thought of as belonging either to
the state level or the local level, depending upon the functions to
be carried out by the intermediate unit).

One of the most significant developments in American education

is the increased awareness of education's importance for the
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achievement of our national goals. The result of this increased
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awareness is the emergence of the federal government in an increas-

el

ingly important role in financing and governing education, particu-
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larly in those areas which will contribute to the achievement of
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< national priorities. Financial aid from the federal government is

virtually exclusively in the form of categorical aid. It focuses
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on identified critical areas of weakness, the strengthening of which

Casaes 4.

is seen as a vital contribution to the achievement of national goals.

NP RN

The increased participation of the federal government in education

L S

has resulted, in part, in (1) the awareness of the fact that a new
partnership has been formed among the federal, state and local levels
rather than the traditional two; that is, state and local; (2) deci-
sion making power in education is increasingly rising to the state
level and shows some signs of rising to the federal level in certain
areas.

All three branches of the federal government, the executive,

e s s 2T LI o A ek o S e
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legislative and judicial, are involved in the governance of education.
The President proposes budgets, signs or vetoes education bills, and E
emphasizes national priorities. The Congress translates policies

into action programs by passing legislation and the judicial branch é

exerts considerable influence in the governance of education by
virtue of its decisions. State level government, by ar  .rge, dupli- ;
cates or attempts to model itself upon the federal government‘by

virtue of the fact that there are.also thfee branches: .executive,

legislative and judicial, at the state government level. Governors 3

are becoming increasingly interested in educatinn and this interest

-3-
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is evidenced in part by the fact that some governors are attempting

13

to exert more influence on education by seeking more power over

educational matters. They seek this power by proposing to change
! the selection method of state boards of education and chief state
school officers. Appointment by the governor of either the state i
board of the state superintendent of public instruction or both,

they contend, would place more power in the hands of the executive
branch and the people could hold accountable a more specific office

than is presently the case.

At the local level, the analogy into three branches of govern-
ment begins to break down., While it is true that the local school 5

board may be analogous to the state legislature and to the national

Congress in that it makes policy, the analogy to the executive branch

is weakened by the fact that the superintendent is an employee of the
board and is responsible to it, is not elected to his office by an
i electorate, and does not have, in general, any powers except those E
bestowed upon him by the board of education.
The current ferment in education is a reflection and an integral
part of the dissatisfaction and unrest exhibited in society as a whole.

Issues which were vigorously discussed -- and presumably resolved -~

several decades ago are being debated again. The demands of lay people,
particularly minority groups, to have a greater voice in the policy
making procedures of the local schools, is injecting an element of

stress into the governance of education. Many innovations in instruction
which have been introduced in order to satisfy the demands of parents

and students have been found wanting. One of the reasons why so many
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innovations have failed may be the fact that they are introduced
into a matrix of the traditional form of governance in education.
As a result, many changes in administration and governance are being
proposed at the local, state and national levels. |

According to the results of a survey conducted by the Education
Commission of the States a number of changes have occurred in the
“'states during the last two years while still others are being proposed'.":'
Kansas has changed its constitution to provide for an elected state
board of education and the appointment of a chief state school officerv:
will be one of its resp'onsibilities. | Before this new system really
had a chance to operate, it was already under attack by a citizen's
conuni‘ssion in Kansas, who are at the present time urging that the
chief state school officer be an appointment of the governor.

Rhode Island in 1969 reorganized its str'ucture by combining
all public educati:on under a single board of re'gents, abolishing the
state'. board of education. and the: college trustees effective July, 1970.
" North Carol1na is attempting to strengthen the state board of higher .
educati‘onlby adding, as ex OfflClO members, the governor (who will .
serve as chairman of the board) and the chairmen of the Senate and '
House comm1ttees on. appropriations, finance and higher. education.
Leg1slation in 1969 and ‘1970 changed the structure of the governance
of. technical and post: high school programs in Hawaii by placing the :
respons1b1 lity for the. adm1n1strat10n of these programs under the
_. community college system of the University of Hawaii, and has deS1gnated
| Vlthe un1vers1ty board of regents as: the state board for vocational »

education. : A constitutional amendment nas been approved by the
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electorate of Alabama which makes the office of the state superintendent
appointive by an elective board. Florida has reorganized the executive
branch of the state gover'nment and has included in that reorganization
the state department of education in order to provide a single policy
making and coordinating board for all public education in ome agency
which will operate through four divisions: elementary and secondary,
vocational, community colleges, and universities. Legislation is being
proposed in Oregon to provide for a single state board of education to
replace the existing state boards of higher education (for aducation and
the educational coordinating council).

In Florida, the operational control of the junior colleges was
transferred from district school boards to a separate local board of
trustees. A number of states have made it possible for school districts |
to form cooperative txhits and legislation is being proposed in Colorado,
North Daketa, Rhode Island, West Virginia and South Dakota to provide
for'regionalization of educational-.services in those states. In
addition, proposals have been made in Michigan and Maryland to abolish the
state"-board of education; and in Ohio, Vermont , Maryland, Michigan and
Illinois, to provide for the api)ointment of the chief state school officer
by the governor. and to provide cabinet status for him.

Informat1on currently being supplied to the Education Commission

~ of the: States in connettlon with its legislative 1nformat1on pro;ect |
reveals that many changes are be1ng proposed in the rurrent sess1ons
of ‘the. state leglslatures A resolut1on has been 1nt10duced 11n Georgla

_‘proposlng ‘an - amendment ‘to the: constltutlon SO. as to create an ent1re1y

/

new state board of. educatlon. : In Iowa, a b111 has been mtroduced

- -6-
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to provide for the appointment of the superintendent of public instruc-
tion by the governor. Another bill in Iowa would create a department
of general services, transferring some of the services presently being
performed by the state department of education to the newly created
department. .‘A report to the joint budget committee of the General
Assembly of"the state of Colorado prepared by the Stanford Research
Institute ‘after a year-long study recommends among other things that
the chief state school officer be appointed by the governor rather
than by an elected state school board as is presently the case. It
further recommends that the chief state school officer should be a
management expert rather than an educator.

One of the most important functions to be carried out by any
level of governance is that of resource allocation. Recent court
decisions relating to civil rights have resulted in increased eﬁphasis
on equal educational opportunity. Patrons in many school districts,
because of their increased interest in education and concern for equal
educational opportunity for their chi ldren,vhave institut_ed-/suitsf
alleging that the method of financing -schools is dlscrlmlnatory in its
effect upon pupils. P1a1nt1ffs allege that the method of financing .
education penalizes students living in poor d‘istrictsand results .in
téxpayers inf_thes_e ‘districts "haVing to bear a heavier burden to obtain
for their _c'hi'ldren an educatiéhv equal to, or in many instances,
inférior‘tb; ‘the educatlon obtained" by chlldren of parents who reside

o - i
in _}:icher-'rdistrlcts. vD1 cr1m1nat10n on the’ ba51s of geographic

10cation-’is’ "cl'aiﬁed | The remedles that are-asked vary from mandatmg

the reallocatlon of )"unds by the legls lature (as exemp11f1ed by su1ts

‘4.7.' |
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in California, Michigan, Texas, Virginis, Minnesota, and Wisconsin)
to reallocation by the courts if the legislature fails to act
(Califorria, Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin) and to declaring the

method of allocation unconstitutional (Illinois).

LR S T T u&wiﬂ;mmw —

_-One of the cases (Serrano vs. Priest) has been decided by
the California Supreme Court. The opinion of the court essentially
declares that any system of school finance uhich makes the quality
of education of any student a function of the wealth of the district

in which he resides rather than of the wealth of the state as a i

whole violates the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment.
In denying a motion to dismiss, the judge of a Federal District Court

in Minnesota recently declared that the reasoning followed in Serrano

vs. Priest was essentially correct. Similar suits have been filed
or intentions to file have been declared in at least 21 states.
Although the essence of these complaints is the financial system for
the support of,education, the implications of full, or nearly full,
state funding of education are immense. These 1mp11cat10ns are -
discussed more fully in the sectioh on conclusions. and recommendatlons. ' v
"Recognizing the importance of intergovernmental relations,

the President 's Commission.on Schcol Finance developed Project #1,

‘known as Intergovernmental Relations and the Governance of ‘Education. -

The questions which were to be answered are:
What are the respectlve respons1b111t1es of each 1eve1 of.
““gover'nment to (a) assure every ch11d a m1n1mum level of
T educat1ona1 opportunlty, (b) upgrade the qua11tv of educa—-

;-Et1on throughout the country, and (c) st1mu1ate school

!
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systems to meet categories of national need?

2. Can the role of each level of government be rationalized
and generally accepted?

3. How can responsibility and accountability be applied at
each level?

4. What are the appropriate relationships between the executive
(Governor, Mayor) and school boards, commissions, and the
chief state school officer?

5. How can the concept of new federalism be applied to the
educational field?

6. Can a mechanism for incorporating the views of each level
be established for educational policy development and for
identification of national priorities? If so, what wo‘uld

be the best mechanism?

Procedures

The President's Commission on School Finance contracted w‘ith the
Education Commission of the States to conduct the project. Dr. B_rick
L. Lindman of the University of California at Los Angeles was contracted
as chief consultant. Coordination of the project was the responsibility
of the Director of Research of the Education Commission of the States.

‘Alfhough all available resources were tb be used in arriving at
conc1u51ons and recommendatlons, it was. felt that the op1n10n of informed
and concerned polltlcal and educatlonal leaders would be a valuable

resource.‘ To obtaln thlS body of- oplnlon two act1v1t1es were carrled

 out (1) the admlnlstratlon of an op1n10nnalre and (2) a conference

-wh1ch would address 1tse1f to the 51x questlons
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The «u:stionnaire was developed by the chief consultant, and

nodified and approved for transmittal at a meeting held at ECS

» headquarters in Denver, Colorado, in attendance at which were the

chief consultant, the project director, ECS staff members, and the

project monitor from the staff of the president's Commission. Unfor-

tunately, time constraints prohibited a tryout of the instrument

b(f"fore administration (subsequent analysis confirmed that this would

have been a valuable activity).

l
| At this meeting also was decided the categories of respondents

|
0 whom the opinionnaire would be administered. These were all:

i 1. Governors,
2. Chairmen of education and appropriation committees
of state legislatures,

3. Chief State School Officers,

4. Presidents or chairman of state boards of education, \
5. Presidents of state school board associations,
6. Presideats of state administrators' associations, ‘
7. pPresidents of state teachers' associations, and

- 8. Presidents of state PTA's.

In addition, federal officials were to be selected by the staff

of the President's Commission. A letter of transmittal was prepared

¢y

for the signature of Wendell H. pierce, Executive Director of F".3, and

|~ atcne
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a followup letter was sent approximately one month later. Sample

e
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: letters- of transmlttal and a sample followup letter are included.in-

Al

‘ Appendlx A. 'I’hese procedures produced over a 70% return. Tabulatlon_.

of the responses was: accompllshed by the ECS Department of . Research

"-1o< ‘
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and the analysis was made by the chief consultant. A sample question-
naire (with total responses in terms of percentages) is included in.
Appendix A. The responses analyzed by position and region are to be
found in Appendix A.

The site chosen for the conference was the Jackson Lake Lodge,
Moran, Wyoming. The project director, where possible, obtained the
names of conference participants oun the basis of recommendations
requested from the executive directors of national organizations, and
relied on the knowledge of the ECSlstaff in terms of political leaders
10 be invited. A sample letter of invitation is found in Appendix B.
The project director contracted with Dr. Roald Campbell, Fawcett
Professor of Educational Administration at Ohio State University in
Columbus and Dr. Alan Campbell, Professor of Political Science and
Dean of the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public Affairs
of Syracuse University, New York, to write and present position papers
to the conference. Professor Lindman also produced a paper intended to
set directions for the conference. These papers, plus other conference

materials are included in Appendix B. A transcription of the final

session of the conference was prepared for analysis by the project staff

for the purposes of arriving at conclusions and recommendations.

| ’-1;— jx‘ -
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II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A e g o e o

The purpose of this section 1s summarize the findings of the
project activities in terms of the six questions, utilizing the
results of the questionnaire, and the contents of the papers prepared
for the conference. Other resource$ available to the project staff
will be included in the next section, in which conclusions are drawn
and recommendations are made. Because of the nature of the six

questions and inherent inadequacies in questionnaires as an instrument

! ' of inquiry, the items in the questionnaire were directed mostly to

questions 1, 3 and 4, with some relevancy to questions 2'and 5.

Questions 1, 2, and 5 are closely related and responses to

a number of items in the questionnaire are applicable to all three.

However, in the interest of avoiding repetition, the staff has

NG T A8 B xR

categorized the items and they are reported under the questions to
which they appear to be mbst relevant. Similarly, an examination of
the ti‘anscript of the reporting session of the conference reveals that
conferen&e participants fended to_»discuss questions 1, 2, and 5 in con-

junction with each other.

1. What are the respective responsibilities of each level.of govern-

ment to (a) assure evefy child a minimum level of educational

opportunity, (b) tﬂrade fhe quality of education throughout the

: cduntry, and (c)-stimulate'SChoolfgystems to meet categories of

national nesd?

-13-
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More than two-thirds of the respondents to the questionnaire

agreed with the following statements pertaining to state and local

government :

1.

While the goal-setting function for public education is
appropriately shared by all three levels of government
and by the people generally, the local educational agency
is responsible for operating schools and should be given
freedom to select the methods to attain established goals.

The local school board should have authority to employ,
assign, and dismiss teachers under general procedures es-
tablished by law. :

The local school board should negotiate with organizations
representing its teachers and enter into contracts with
them concerning salaries and fringe benefits.

To provide for the development of new educational programs
and to test their effectiveness, the state should authorize
optional supplementary programs and proV1de for their support
jointly from state and local sources.

The optional supplementary programs should be jointly financed
by the state and the local school district, but the state
should contribute a greater percent of the cost of such
programs to school districts in which taxable wealth per

pupil is below the state average.

The state education agency should receive and administer all

- federal funds for public schools. in accordance with state

plans-developed by the state and approved by the federal
government.

.The state should establish broad goals for public education,

determine the resources required to attain these goals, and
assure that the needed resources are available for schcools
in all parts of the state without excessive taxation.

. To assure maximum equalization of educational opportunity,

the state should define a standard program of educational
services and require all public schools to provide at least
these services. ;

Federal a1ds for pub11c elemtntary and secondary schools
should be. des1gnod to encourige state and/or -local financial

support for public schools by relating federal grants to
school tax effort. : :

-14-
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10. As a condition fcr receiving federal general purpose 4
i grants-in-aid for public schools, the state should be .é
required to adopt a plan which assures that all public i3

schools in the state will be adequately supported. }g
{

i

More than two-thirds of the respondents disagreed with the

following statements:

1. The local school board should negotiate with organiza-
tions representing its teachers and enter into contracts
with them concerning curriculum content.

2. The local school board should negotiate with organizations
representing its teachers and enter into contracts with

- them concerning teaching procedures.

3. To equalize school resources and local tax rates among
school districts within a state, the local school property
tax should be abolished and all school tax income should
be derived from state and federal sources.

4. Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schools
should be designed to equalize salaries oi school employees

among states.

o A

5. The federal government should contribute toward the cost 5
of education for all children and youth, including those ' g
attending church-related and other non-profit schools.

Conference participants discussed this question in terms of a
ncompact™ submitted %o the conference by Professor Erick Lindman. The

"compact'' may be found in Aﬁpendix B. Specifically, conference parti-

cipants concluded that federal responsibilities were to (1) provide

substantial educational funding to the states in the form of general

aid, so as to make educational services more nearly equal between and

within states. (2) consolidate federal categorical aid into a few

"block grants," (3) gomplete'the annual appropriations process in time
‘to pefmit effective_glanning by state.and lqcal education agencies,

(4) aSsume primafy feSponsibility'for financing and coordinating research
and'development for éducatibn, and (Sjideveldﬁ and help finance ip
coobgfation with state and iocai educatiph agencies an’interébnnecting

system of educationalidata'and,informétién collection.

4y




Conference participants agreed that state responsibilities
were to (1) maintain a free public school sy§tem, (2) set goals

and objectives and provide appropriate evaluation of the accomplish-
ments of these goals, (3) require attendance at an educational
institution of all children and youth between the ages of 6 and 16,
(4) insure that no child will be denied admission to any public
school because of his race, religion, or ethnic origin, (5) insure
that all elementary and secondary schools maintain a program of

instruction designed to meet the varying needs of all children and

youth in the state, (6) encourage innovation and development of new

educational programs, (7) provide for a uniform, comprehensive system

g Sy G S A L

of educational data and management information, (8) provide improved
evaluation and planning competency at the state level, (9) assure
adequate financial resources without excessive local tax burden, and
(10) complete the annual appropriation process in time for effective
planning by local education agéncies.

Conference participants agréed -hat local responsibilities
were to (1) employ, assign and dismiss staff and negotiate contracts
concerning salaries and employee benefits under general procedures
established by law, (2) plan, design and construct educational fécilities,
(3) levy local or régional taxes to supply part of the operating and
facilities costs, (4) develop with local citizens the educational goals
and objectives for eachvéchool area or region, and (5) establishléha'
implement procedures for'periodic andw§ystematié review of the scope
and effectivéhéés of its education program, including evaluation of

achievement versuS;itslpreset“goals and objectives.

-16- o | o f. S .5?¢




2. Can the role of each level of government be rationalized and

generally accepted?

The questionnaire, as an instrument of inquiry, does not lend
itself to answering this question, particularly in qnantifying
results since answers to this question would necessarily be in
narrative form. Additionally, conference participants tended to
address this question in conjunction with question 1. It is signi-
ficant that one group of conference participants reported that had
the question been worded, "Should the role of each level of government
be rationalized and generally accepted?'" the answer would be much
easier to arrive at. They were, however, pessimistic about general
acceptance Being accomplished. It should be noted, however, that
conference .participants tended to confuee ""role'" with '"'structure" --
over which there is much more controversy than the role of each level.
An examination of the degree of consensus"ogtained in the questionnaire

and in the conference on the activities to be conducted at .each level

of government lead to the conclusions presented in the next section.

3. How can‘responsibility and accountability be applied at each level?

Both questionnaire respondents and conference participants
believed in the great 1mportance of the concept of accountablllt
More than 90% of the respondents agreed with the follow1ng statements:

‘1. The governing board of a local educational agency. should
establish a systematic procedure for periodic reviews of
" the scope. and effectiveness of its educational program, and
these reviews should be the basis for expandlng curta111ng
or changlnp various programs. : .

- 2. The state educatlon agency 'should- prov1de eV1dence con-
cerning the effectiveness of public school programs for
the governor, the legislature, and the public. '

» -17-
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Accountability appears to be akin to motherhood. Unfortunately,
the method by which one achievee accountability is not nearly so-weli
agreed upon as the method by which one achieves motherhood. Some ]
conference participants argued that accountability should be imple-
mented at the school building level, not.at the district or state
level. Others favor the development of units for planning and
evaluation in state departments of education to achieve statewide
accountability. Some thought that categorical aid should be related
to student test scores. Others felt that categorical aid should be
granted to schools upon the basis of educational services rendered to
s:,tudents, not upon their test scores. The conference clearly recog-

nized the need for accountability but was not in a position to solve

the complex problems involved in the evaluation of educational programs.

An examination of the current literature in the field reveals

that there is no generally accepted definition of accountability and ;

that theorists are only now beginning to turn their attention to the
development of a viable systeh of accountability. Given the present
state of the art, it is clear that we are sailing in uncharted waters.
However, for the purposes of this report the section on conclusions
and recommendatlons does adopt a worklng def1n1t10n of accountab111ty

and makes recommendatlons for 1ts 1mp1ementat10n.

4. What are the approprlate relatlonshlps between the executive

(Governor Mayor) and school boards, commssmns ‘and the chief state

school officer?

More than two-thirds of the respondents to the questionnaire
-18-




agreed with the following statements:

1. Since local education agencies are becoming administra-
tively and fiscally more dependent upon state government,
they should not be dependent administratively or fiscally
upon general city or county government.

2. To make local school systems responsive to local and
parental concerns, school boards should be elected by the
people. g

A second question pertaining to the relationship between local

educational agencies and local general government was included in the
questionnaire. Nine out of ten resporidents disagreed with the
following statement:
To assure coordination between public schools and other
local government services, the public school system should
be a department of city or county government responsible
to the chief executive officer of the city or county.
Three questions pertaining to the structure of educational
government at the state level were included in the questionnaire.
Pesponses to these questions indicated that:

1. Eighty percent of all respondents believe that the state
education agency should be responsible to the state board
of education.

2. Seventy-six percent of all respondents believe that the
chief state school officer should be appointed by the
state board of education.

3. Forty-nine percent of all respondents believe that the
state board of education snould be appointed by the

governor; 40% believe that the state board of education
should be elected by the people.

This question about the structure of educational.government was

discussed extensively at the conference. In his paper, Alan Campbell

suggested a new structure for education which would have the following !

characteristics:

-19-
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1. Full state assumption of financial responsibility for
education;

2. A large increase in federal aid with strong gu1de11nes
for focusing the a1d on educational need;

3, A decentralized system of local districts below the state
level (with perhaps a regional level between the state
and these decentralized districts).

4. Only if a regional system is used would a local financial
supplement be permitted; _

5. At the state level, education should become an executive
department like any other, with its head appointed by
the governor.
Professor Roald Campbell expressed the view that 'state boar@.g
of education should be retained and state board members should be
appointed by the governor with the approval of the senate. He emphasized
that such board members would be ''in a good position to interact with
the governor regarding the problems and needs of educa.‘cion in the state."
The chief state school officer, accordiné to Roald Cémpbell,

should be appointed by the state board of educa.tion and be accouhtable

to it. In addition to the traditional functions of the state education

agency, the chief state s_chool officer and his staff should place
greater emphasis upon plaﬁning and evaluation.

There was general agb'reement‘ among the participants‘ that education
is a state functwon and that 10\ al educatlonal agenC1es are state

agencies. For thlS reason, tney should be 1ndependent of general

county or city government. . - S
There was some disagreement, however, concerning the best structure
for educational. government at the state level. The conflicting views

of Dean Alan Campbeil and Professor Roald Campbell have already been

t
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noted. The former would have the chief state school officer appointed
by the governor; the latter recommends appointnuent of the chief state
school officer by the state board of education. Most of the partici-
pants in the conference sﬁhperted Pro'fessorv Roald Campbell's position
on this issue.

- There was also disagreement concernin.g the best method for
selecting the state board of education. Dr.v Richard Ando, President
of the Hawaii State Baord of Education, representing the only state-
operated school system, favored an elected s"tate board of education.
Representatives‘zfrom the larger states tended to fa\‘/or“appointment
of the state board of education by the governor. |

Governor Askew of Florida expressed the view that public edue-a-
tion needs gubernatorial leadership and this leédership is more

likely to appear if the governor appoints the state board -of education.

~He felt that legislative confirmation of the governor's appointees

obscured the distinetion between the exeeutive and legislative functions
of. government. He would. also have the chief state school officer
appo1nted by the governor.

I At the present time there are nine «:methods‘:by.whic‘h state boards
of education are selected. In 32 states they are appointed by the
governor. In seven, they are elected by-a partlsan ballot, and in three,
they are elected on a non-partisan ballot In one state, seven members -
are elected on a nonepartisan ballot, and this elected. board in' turh

appoints two additional members to represent agriculture and labor.

In one state,. the state lewslature selects the state board of education.

~In one state, a leglslatlvv delegatlon 1s the state board of educatlon.
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In one state , local schocl boards select the state board. In
one state, the state board is composed of the chief state school
officer, the secretary of state, and the attorney general; and in

one state, the state board is composed of the chief state school

officer, the governor, the attorney general,' the secretary of state,

the comm1551oner of agriculture, the state treasurer, and the comptroller.

The length of term varies from three to fifteen years. In only one
state has the term been set at fifteen years; the next highest term is

nine years. It is significant to note that the state in which this
15-year term appears is the state in which the state legislature seiects
the board of education. This is the state of" New York and is reprefsen-
tative of the state in which the state board of education has many‘

powers and is closely tied to- the leglslatlve branch of the govern.ment

rather than the executive branch. Also, in the state of New York, the
state board of education appoints the chief state school officer.

" In 26 of the states, the state board «of education appointjﬁs the

~ chief state school officer while in 22 states the ‘chief state s«'hool

officer is elected by popular vote. The terms are for two or four -
years and the methods of election.Vary‘greatIy. A few have political
conventlon nomlnatlons. Others‘havebi-parti:sa:,h or non-partisan ballots.
Quite apart from the pol1t1ca1 electlons in these, states, some of-these‘ :
are spec1a1 electlons held in the Spring instead of the. ‘Fall when the
p011t1c:a1 e1c=ct10ns occur., It is. srgnlfltant to note that respondents
to the questlonna1re dlsagreed on the method of the selectlon of the t“a_
state board of education more than on any other questlon._ Forty -nine-

percent be11eved that the state board of educatlon should be appomted
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field?

},Upon 1nterstate and f1sra1 problems 1eaV1ng the operat10na1 control o
‘to state and ‘local educatlonal agenc1es. Most of the respondents to PR

the questlonnalre 1nd1cated that the federal share of -the cost. of pub11c 5’;

by the governor and 40% believed that the state board of education

should be elected by the people. This, as opposed to actual

practice; ,in 66% of the cases the board is selected by the .governor

and in 23% of the cases, the board is elected by popular vote. In
addition, 76% of all respondents believed that the chief state
school officer should be,-apnointedvby the state board of education,
while in actual practice, only 54% are appointed by the .board.

'An examination of the exten51ve literature in thls field also
indicates a sharp.division. By and large political scientists believe

that the board and chief state school officer should be subject to

appointment and control by the chief executive officerof the state,
that is, the governor; whereas, educators prefer a method.which gives
some'measure of independence from both the executive and legislative

branches of the goVernment‘.

5. How can the concept of new federalism be applied‘ to the educational

Much of the .studyv related_direct_ly to the federal »role in the
field of education. There was among the conference part1c1pants a.
read1ness to ass1gn a. more prom1nent role to the federal government. , '
Th1s readlness was hedged by concerns that federal. gu1de11nes and : /
controls m1ght become excess1ve. |

There ‘was agreement that the. federal government should concentrate

i
! :

'i
educatlon should be 1ncreased unt11 the feaeral contr1but1on reaches an {
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optimum of approximately 30% of the total cost.

//

More than two-thirds of the respondents to the questionnaire

e
7

agreed with the following statements pertaining to glg,fe’d'eral role:

1. There should be a Secretary of Education in the President's
Cabinet.

2. The federal government should consolidate its numerous

~categorical aids for education into a few 'block grants."
3. The federal :government should share its revenues with

states and municipalities for general governmental

purposes, including, but not limited to, education.

4., Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schools
should be designed to equalize educational programs and
services among states. ' '

In his paper presented to the conference, Professor Lindman
included a prepared ''compact" indicating the obligations that the states
and federal government should accept with respect to education. This'
paper was discussed and the suggested '‘compact'' was revised reflecting

the views of the conference participants. The f'ciompact" is included

in Appendix B.

6. Can a mechanism for incorporating the views of each level be

established for educational policy development and for identification

of natiohai* prioritiés?-

Thlis:_ qliestion did not lend itself to ifwes_tigétion throﬁgh the
ques'tionnfgilfre éhd uﬁfortuhat\elly, éonference partic;ipants did not ‘address
themselvéé_ adequately: and ""CO.uld' ai‘r_ive ‘at ,nb | _conclusions ’cO_n'cerning
it other '_thén -t saj lﬁthat', méetings ‘su'c}-i és”‘ the conference conyenéd at
- Jack'son-‘Hofl'e":, ‘bringing "togéther a".'d'iv'ersé gi'bup'of people, seemed fo

be a good mechanism.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS

The purpose of this section is to present conclusions, and
where appropriate, recommendations to the President's Commission on
School Finance, based upon the;results of t_:he activities of the
project together with information from other ‘releVant"SOurces,,‘

It is extremely difficult to arrive at conclusions under any
one particular question without incvluding some discussion of elements
of some of the other questions. For instance, to assign responsibilities
to the three levels of government (question 1) without some discussion
of role definition (question 2) and inclusion' of certain aspects of
new federalism (question 5) is virtually impossible. In the previous
section on findings an attempt was made to ay{oid repetition. In this

section repetition will be a calculated risk.

1. What are the respect1ve respons1b111t1es of each 1eve1 of govern-

ment to (a) assure every child a minimum 1eVe1 of educat10na1 oppor-

tunlty, (b) ulgrade the quallty of educatlon throughout the country,

and (c) st1mu1ate school systems to meet categorles of natlonal need"

The concluslons and recommendatlons regardlng th1s questlon are
based on the assumptlon that educatlon 1s a matter of natlonal concern

ol

vthat 1t 1s a functlon of the state, and the operatlonal respons1b111ty

_res1des at the local 1eve1 The fact that the p011t1ca1 subd1V1slon
in our federa1 system wh1ch has the pr1me respons1b111ty for educatlon

.

'1s the state has been re1terated many t1mes in the 11terature, and

,,.
b e

,'courts have repeatedly held that local school d1str1cts are state -
2 R
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agencies and its officers are state officers, not local officers.

Despite this fact, most states do not act in th1s manner. They

proceed as though education were a local funct1on and that local

communities are performing a local funct1on, not a state function.

Logically speaking, most states are abdicating their responsibility

and are allowing local communities to carry out a state function as

best they might.' 'Serrano Vvs. Priest has pointed this out rather

forcefully“at least insofar as capturing and allocating financial

A more recent case, Bowman vs .. the Common-

resources  is concerned.

wealth of Pennsylvania, provides: reinforcement and extension of the

Serrano decision in that 1t is concerned not solely with the,alloca-

tion of financial resources but with the prov1slon ‘of educational

servioes to all children.

It seems, therefore, that states must assume responsibility

1eg1s1at1ve1y if they do not w1sh the courts. to do it judicially.

But what of the federal - government” Respons1b111ty of the

vfederal government cannot be determ1ned by analogy, since the con-

”'st1tut1on does not g1ve the federal leVel powers Jn educat1on. ‘What

n done by the federal government has been accomp11shed under

.

has bee

the protectlon of the general welfare clause, although th1s has not

t of the Un1ted States.,

. l

1n,the U S Const1tut10n, there

‘been determ1ned Jud1c1a11y by the Supreme Cour

;Because educatlon is not mentloned

\,.‘:. Dl i

'could be no Jud1c1a1 recognltlon of a compelllng_}nterest as 1s the

The argument must turn then on soc1a1 and

\ &',_ \~ '

A plethora of 11terature ex1sts wh1ch

,.fl R _:\

'case at the state 1eVe1.

oral 1ssves, not legal 1ssues.
' .r‘. |" N s ‘.,‘\'. -

t- does 1ndeed have

[

lsupports the content1on that the federal governmen
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a compelling social interest in providing equal educational oppor-
tunity for its_citizens ragardless of state of residencec No attempt
will‘be made here to review this literature for reasons of economy of
space and a desire‘not to belabor the obvious.

Consequently, it is difficult. to separate the responsibilities
of each level of government and indeed, under the concept of the new
federalism, it is undoubtedly undesirable. The. President‘s Commission
on National Goals pointed out that federalism is a plan for sharing
the functions of government and not a plan for separating them. The
new notion of‘federalism calls for a snaring of the responsibility of
carrying out an important public purpose and serVing an important public
interest which all three levels have in common and which none could
achieve as well alone without the cooperatioi of the others. Despite

the high degree of interaependency under the concept of new federalism,

3\
A

it is concluded that certain respons1bilities can be ass1gned as "prime"

1(
!

respons1bilities to each level.
. .The responsibilities ofi+he federal government should. be to:

(l) 1dentify national goals and areas of critical need in
‘ d»cducation,

(2) prov1de substantial educational funding to the states’
¢ in the form of general aid so as to make educational
I serVices more. nearly equal between and within states,

(3) consolidate the many federal categorical aids into a

i few "block grants". consistent with the areas of .
cr1t1cal need W ~_4_,r-f#,-

,, :\¢ . ~' .

2 (4) complete the .annual approprlations process. in time to.

7 permit effective planning by SCace and. local education
’ agencies ' _ ;

0

7 (5) assume pr1mary responsibllity for finanCing and coordin-
‘ ‘ating research and development ‘and

, . a . e e
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" (6) develop and help finance, in cooperation with state and
local education agencies, a system of educational data
and information collection.

For the purpose of implementing point 2 above, it is recommended

3 that the President's Commission investigate the feasibility of an

equalized matching approach to revenue sharing as proposed by Professor

Erick Lindman. Professor Lindman has recommended this plan on previous
occasions to other audiences and although modifications may be desirable,
it is included in this report in answer to a request from the Commission
staff for the project staff to include specific recommendations where
appropriate and possible. The details of the equalized matching approach

are to be found in Appendix C.

It is also concluded that state responsibilities are to:
(1) maintain a free public school system,'

(2) set goals and objectives and provide appropriate evaluation
of the accomplishments of these goals,

(3) require attendance at an educational institution of all
children and youth between the ages of 6 and 16, -

(4) insure that no child will be denied admission to any public
school because of his race, religion, OT ethnic origin,

(5) insure that all elementary and secondary schools maintain
a program of instruction designed to meet the varying
needs of all children and youth in the state, AP

(6) encourage innovation and development of new educational
programs, ‘

SR (7) provide for a uniform, comprehensive system of educa-
N tional data and management information, '

(8) provide improved .evaluation and planning eompetency at
. "the 'state level, ' SRR :

(9) assure. adequate financial resources without excessive -
“local tax burden, and’ oo B B : ”

(10) eomplete the?annuél appropriation process in time for
effective planning by local education agencies.

&2
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As a method of assigning and implementing the federal and

state responsibilities (aﬁd as a basis for accountability),mjt is

A3

recommended that the President's Commission should consider the

feasibility of implementing'the "compact'' as adopted by the Jackson =~ |

Lake conference. The COmplete "compact' is exhibited in Appendix B.. 5-;‘

It can be concluded that local responsibiiities which are ff
elements of the operational aspects of educatien are to: ‘
(1) employ, assign and‘dismiss staff and negotiate contracts
concerning salaries and employee benefits under general
procedures established by law,
(2) plan, design and eonstruct edueational facilities,
(3) levy local or regional\taxes to supply part of the
| operating and facilities costs (although if Serrano vs.
Priest.is upheld or if the concept of full state
funding isvadopted, this will be a minimal function),
(4) develop with iocal’citizehs‘the educational gdais and
objectives for each school area or region, and S -
(Sjiestablish and implement procedures for periodic and f E
systematiefreviem of the scope and effectiveness oth
its edheationzprdgram;”inclhding:evaantidh’Of achieves o

'

ment versus preset goals and obJectlves.

It is’ further recommended that as a method of the . 1dent1f1-i'

» catlon of nat10na1 goals and areas of cr1t1ca1 need , that the

Pres1dent's Comm1551on 1nvest1gate the feas1b111ty of 1Ap]ementing' fw

-the’ formatlon of a ‘national’ comm1ttee on educat1ona1 polqu,develqp~

ment wh1ch is discussed in more deta11 in the conclus1ons under B

questlon 6.
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2. Can the role of each level of government be rationalized and .

general ly accepted?

As the questlon is presently. stated the temptatlon is to .
simp\ly answer ''yes" .or '"no." To do so,however, ‘would be to beg
the ouestion. .. We must assume that the roles of the three levels
of go"vernment.can ber_ationall'.y' defined and that “thes_e roles can
recei\}e general acceptance, even given the pluralistic nature of .
our society The concept of the federal government playing one role
with. one state, another role w1th a second state, and yet another
with a third state, is unthinkable., fiowever, -there are data collected
during th‘e course of the,proj'e'ct;,whi'ch tend to. lend support to this
assumptiori‘, remembering that funder.iithe concept. of new .federalism, roles
and responsibilities,cannot-. be uniquely assigned' to the three levels.
As we look at:the resixits of the questionnaire and of the
conference, we note that informed people can, in general, agree on
responsibilities and roles of the three-levels of government. It is
when structure is discussed that divefsifiCation appears. For instance,
question S1. 'of the Questionnaire prOV1des that the state.should estab-
lish broad goals for public education, determ1ne the resources requ1red
to attain these goals, and assure that the needed resources are
available for schools in all parts of the state without excessive
taxation.  Ninety-seven percent of the,respondents agz_'eed and there
were no def1n1te exceptlons when these responses are analyzed by
region and by position._' EVen in questlon SZ wh1ch was concerned
with maxi’mum equalization of assurance of.equal educational opportunity
on the pal_'t.‘;of t‘he,state through definition of a standardprogram of
educational i:ervices and the requirement that ail. public schools

- . -3034 |
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provide at'least these services, there was 90% #greement. -This, even: |
in the. case where staunch supportler's of "local controi are likely to -
take violent exception to a sta:,ndard' progrém of educaftional ser’vices;

Ho;vever, this agreement begiﬁé to break down in question S5
édncerning to whom the state educational agency Should be responsible,
and definitely disintegrates in question S6treg‘ardin‘gvhow fhe state
bdard of education should be chosen. Adc};jv':‘.tional_ly;"tlmd'er the federal
secfion, question F13a which ‘is concernéd::with ,federél gid for public
elementary and secondary schools.-as an equalizing process va'.mo.n'g- states,
81% of thé respondents agreed with this while on the other hand -question
F12 concerning decentraliza;ion)'into régional' offices by the federél
govefnment showed much more diversity of opinion.

‘Conference- participants were quite ready to agree with the
basic concepts outlined in- the '"compact,'" but when the question arose of .
how state boards and chief state school officers v'should be appointed,'
a spirited debate resuited. It is apparent i:h_at 'ihfdfméd people can
agree on the ends to be achieved, but  that the question 'of means 1is
another matter‘. Tﬁis differencé-will be discussed more fully in -
response to question 4,

It is recommended that the President's Commission on School

Finance "investigate the feasibility of the implementation of the

""compact' adopted by the conference and the utilization of the -

National Comnittee on Educational Policy Development for the.purpose of

achieving a rationale for the assignment of roles and gaining general

acceptance of these roles.




3. How can responsibility and accountability be applied at each level? |

The concept of accountability is one which is likely to réCéi;/é
rather dramatic and increased emf)hasis in the years ahead. Because of
the sparse input from the questionnaire and the conference, it is
tempting here to review the growing body of literature in this field.
However, it is assumed that project #10 relating to educational effective-
ness and its relationship to educational finance will provide all of the
necessaryvtechnical information in the field of accountability. Despite
the realization that technical information from project #10 will be
available to the :Commission, it may be appropriate for the purposes of
this report to list certain basic elements necessary to any system of
accountability. The first necessary element is the presence of mutually
agreed-upon goals. If the three levels of government are to work under
any system of accountability, it is necessary that the goals -- that is,
the desired results for which each level is responsible -- must be agreed
upon and further, these results must be stated in meaéurable terms.
Agreeing upon goals which cannot be measured may be good rhetoric, but
it does not contribute to a system of accountability. Furthermore, the
criteria by which the achievement of these goals is to be measured must
be clearly stated and understood by all levels. It is also necessary
that the conditions and constraints under which the goals are to be
achieved are clearly understood by all parties. Reference is made once
again to the suggested ''compact" which was adopted by the conference with

the recommendation that if it proves feasible to adopt such a ''compact'

that the responsibilities could be restated as goals with appropriate

criteria to be developed.
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4. What are the appropriate relationships between the executive

(Governor, Mayor) and school boards, commissions, and chief state

school officer?

This question is concerned with the structure of a state
function and is controversial, to say the least. The results of
the questionnaire were inconclusive. The conference generated mucil
heat, and the vast body of literature in the field is conflicting.

As was stated previously, it appears possible that general agieement
can be reached concerning the responsibilities of each level of
government and the role it is to play. However, when structure is
discussed, diversity appears. The reader who wishes more detail on
this matter is referred to the papers by Alan Campbell and Roald
Campbell included in appendix B of the report. The question really
revolves around the matter of relative independenée of education from
other governmentalv agencies.

As indicated in the summary of findings, people are generally
supportive of the system of governance in which they presently find
themselves. Each system has staunch supporters. What little research
has been done in this area has been related to finances. These studies
conclude that structure has very little correlation with the amount
of resources that are received,per pupil expenditures, per capita
expenditures, or per capita locally raised taxes for education.
Virtually no research has been accomplished which would related end
products with the type of governmental structure adopted by a parti-
cular state. The point here is that the important thing is to

agree upon roles and responsibilities and to leave the means for

accomplishing these goals up to individual states, which would no
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doubt result in much diversity. However, it is apparent that the
Commission feels it is within its charge to make recommendations con-

cerning structure and consequently, the following recommendations

are nade to the Commission.

1. Local school districts should be independent of city
or county governments.

2. The state board of education should be appointed by
the governor subject to confirmation by the senate.

3. The chief state school officer should be selected

by the state board of education.

5. How can the concept of new federalism be applied to the educational

field?

The concept of federalism demands that we look upon tﬁe
governance of education as a total government systelm with a great
interdependence among the subsystems rather than as three separate
and distinct systems. Under this concept there is no way by which
certain functions can be placed at any one of the three levels uniquely
and be completely ignored by the other two levels.

Data gathered during the course of the project suggests that
the concept of new federalism can be applied to the educational |
field and indeed must be a;;plied. Once again, reference is made to
the suggested "compact'" as a vehicle for furthering federalism in the
field of education. In the "compact responsibilities are assigned
and exhibit a certain degree of interdependence. Results of the
questionnaire indicate general agreemert that the federal government

contribute to the support of education to a degree of approximately

-34-

o v T p o
. e o

-




30%. Reference is made once again to the plan submitted by Professor
Erick Lindman which would provide for a federal contribution to be

made to education.

It is recommended that the ''compact,' should it prove feasible

to adopt, and with suitable modifications, would serve as a vehicle

for accomplishing federalism in education.

6. Can a mechanism for incorporating the views of each level be

established for educational policy development and for identification

of national priorities?

Given the present state of widespread dissatisfaction, the
plethora of proposed and implemented solutions to the problems in

education at the federal, state and local levels, the obvious conclusion

is, of course, that such a mechanism must be established.
It is recommended to the Commission that serious consideration

be given to the formation of a national committee on educational policy

development to which members would be appointed by the President,

perhaps even with confirmation by the Senate. The members would be

the best people to be found and would represent all three levels of
government, as well as lay citizens and professional educators.
It would be empowered to employ a small staff and would have the

power to hold hearings on all aspects of education and would make

periodic reports to the people, not just to the President, to the
Congress, or to the profession. It would be concerned primarily
with the development of national goals and policies, but its report
to the people could also pinpoint the areas of critical need and

recommend actions necessary to meet these needs at all three levels

of government.
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' EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
Lincoln Towsr, 1860 Lincoin Street
Denver, Colorado 80203 — 303 - 255-3631)

Similar letter sent to:

TIPEETIES Y

Governors

State House Education Comittee Chairmen
State Senate Education Committee Chairmen
State Appropriations Cammittee Chairmen

June, 1971

The Education Commission of the States is cooperating with the
President's Commission on School Finance by conducting a review
of practices, attitudes and responses to new and old concepts
which relate to the role of the local, state and federal govern-
meats and their overlapping responsibilities in the governance

of education. The findings will become a part of the fin«l reprrt
to the President.

PEPESPR

The enclosed questionnaire is a part of the review. I am most
hopeful that you will cooperate by completing it and returning it k
to ECS in the enclosed envelope. Let me hasten to assure you that
neither the results of the questionnaire nor any individual response P
will be attributed to, reported on, or construed as a position of
yourself or your office.

In addition, there will be a conference held in August to which
will be invited governors, legislators and lay citizens concerned
with education for the purpose of formulating a report to the
President's Commission.

T B T AN e e

In the federal concept of government a redetermination on the roles
of the three levels of government is of vital importance to the
future of American Education. May I once again urge that you
complete tho questionnaire as soon as possible. You will, of course,
receive a copy of the results when they are completed.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

WHP :mccdr




EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
Lincoin Towsr, 1860 Lincoln Street
Denver, Colorado 80203 — 303 - 255-3631

Similar letter

Sent to presidents of:

STate PTA's

Chief State School Officers
State Boards of Education
STate Education Associations
State School Board Associations

June, 1971

The Education Commission of the States, under contract to, and on
behalf of, President Nixon's Commission on School Finance, is con-
ducting a projecf, for the purpose of making recommendations to the
President's Commission rogarding roles and relationships of the
three levels of government in the governance of education.

This questionnaire is one part of that project. Forrest Conner
joins me in asking for your cooperation in completing the enclosed
questionnaire and returning it to ECS as soon as possible in the
enclosed envelope. You may be assured that neither the results of
the questionnaire nor any individual item will in any way be con-
strued as a position of your organization.

In addition, there will be a conference held in August to which
some of you will be invited, along with other educators, governors,
and legislators, for the purpose of formulating a report to the
President's Commission. :

!
)
!

Since a determination of the roles of the three levels of govern-

ment is of vital importance to you as a superintendent, may I once
again urge you to corplete the questionnaire as soon as possible.

You will, of course, reccive a copy of the results.

Sincgrely,

Executive Director

WHP:vdr
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EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
' Lincoin Towsr, 1860 Lincoin Street
’ Denver, Colurado 80203 — 303 - 255-3631

Similar letter sent to
executive secretaries of:
National Education Association state affiliates
National School Board Association
state affiliates

lele ¥ 4 1971

The Education Commission of the States is conducting a project
under contract to, and on behalf of, the President's Commission
on School Finance. One of the activities of the project involves
the completion of a questionnaire on Intergovernmental Relations
and the Governance of Education. I am enclosing a sample of this
questionnaire as well as a sample of the cover letter which has
gone out to presidents of state affiliates of the AASA.

As you will note from the cover letter, Dr. Forrest Conner is
urging these presidents to cooperate with the Commission by
completing this questionnaire as soon as possible. Dr. Conner
has requested that we send a sample of this letter and the
questionnaire to the executive secretary in order that he may
know what is being asked of his president, and, in fact, might
be of assistance in urging him to complete the questionnaire as
soon as possible.

We are hoping to obtain the serious and thoughtful opinion of
a number of categories of respondents, of which one is the
president of state affiliates of the American Association of School

Administrators. You, as well as your president, will receive a
compilation of the results as soon as it is completed.

Thank you very muc* for your cooperation.

S rely,

Wﬂzgﬂa
Wefldell H. Pierxrce

Executive Director

WHP :vdr




Reminder letter sent to
those who had not returned
questionnaire.

July 16, 1971

During the latter part or June you were sent a questionnaire from
the Education Commission of the States as a part of a project being
conducted for President Nixon's Commission on School Finance. We do
not have a record of having received your response as yet.

We are scheduled to make a report to the President's Commission on
August 4th and are very desirous of including your responses in the
tabulation.

For your convenience, I have enclosed an additional copy of the
original request. I would appreciate very much an early return of
your response.

Sincerely,

RuSsell B. Vlaanderen
Director of Research

RBV:dr

Enclosures
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS AND THE GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATION

A Project of
THE EDUCATIQN CMISSIQI OF THE STATES
Under Contract to '

THE PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON SCHOOL FINANCE

Directions

In the body of the questionnaire, please make a check mark on the approp-vriate

line to indicate your reaction to each item.
identify yourself by name, position and address for followup purp

You will not be identified with your responses.

I. THE LOCAL ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

While the goal-setting function for public education is
appropriately shared by all three levels of government and
by the people generally, the local educational agency is
responsible for operating schools and should be given
freedom to select the methods to attain established goals,

Since local education agencies are becoming administrative-
ly and fiscally more dependent upon state goverament, they
should not be dependent aduministratively or fiscally upon
general city or county government, '

The local school tax rate proposed by the school board
should be subject to a vote of the people in the school
district,

To assure coordination between public schools and other
local governmental services, the public school system
should be a department of city or ccunty government re-
sponsible to the chief executive officer of the city or
county.

The local school board should have authority to employ,
assign, and dismiss teachors under general procedures
established by law.

The local school board should negotiate with organizations
representing its teachers and enter into contracts with:
them concerning:

a. Salaries and fringe benefits

b. Curriciilua content

¢. Teaching procedures

45

In section IV, you are asked to

oses only.
. i

Agree 87%
Disagree 6%
Undecided _ 7%

Agree_70%
Disagree_23%
Undecided 7%

Agree_42%
Disagree_50%
Undecided 8%

Agree__ 6%
Disagree 89%
Undecided__ s

Agree 9g%
Disagree o4
Undecidedj%

Yes784No_20% NR 2%
Yes%g'go 71% NR3%

Yes30tNo 67% NR 3%

e U € MU .




i
1
1
i
t
!
i

.2

7. To equalize school resources and local tax rates among Agree 18%
school districts within a-state, the local school prop- Disagree 70%
erty tax should be abolished and all school tax income Undecided 12%
should be derived from state and federal sources.
8. To make school resources more nearly equal and, at the |
same time, preserve the fiscal basis for local control,
the local school property tax should be retained:
a. To pay part of the cost of programs
required by the state Yes4% No 30% NR 6%
b. To finance local supplementary programs Yes30% No 12% NR 8%
c. To finance school building programs Yes53% No 27% NRIO%
9. To make local school systems responsive to local and Agree 90%
parental concerns, school boards should be elected by Disagree_ 6%
the people. Undecided_ 4%
10. Large urban school districts should be decentralized so Agree 64%
as to encourage participation in school affairs by Disagree 123
parents and community leaders. Undecided 24%
11. The governing board of a local educational agency should Agree 98%
establish a systematic procedure for periodic reviews cf Disagree_ 1%
the scope and effectiveness of its educational program, Undecided 1%
and these reviews should be the basis for expanding, cur-
tailing, or changing various programs.
11. THE STATE ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCF
1. The state should establish broad goals for public education, Agree 97%

determine the resources required to attain these goals, and  Disagree 2%
assure that the needed resources are available for schools Undecided 1%

in all parts of the state without excessive taxation.

2. To assure maximum equalization of educational opportunity,

Agree 90%

the state should define a standard program of educational Disagree_ 7%

services and require all public schools to provide at least Undecided 3%

these services.

3. To provide for the development of new cducational programs

and to test their effectiveness, the state should authorize Disagree 6% i

optional supplementary programs and provide for their support Undecided_ 5%
jointly from state and local sources.
4. The optional supplementzry prograns should be jointly finan- Agree 88%
ced by the state and the local school district, but the Disagree S% |
state should contribute a greater percent of the cost of Undecided 7% }
such programs to school districts in which taxable wealth
per pupil is below the state average.
5. The state cducation sgency should be responsible to: (check one)
a. The state board of education 80%
b. The governor 8%
c. An elected state school superintendent 0%
NR 3%

B it dnany

'Agree 89%




10.

11.

485-47 0-72- 8
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How should the state board of education be chosen? (check one)

a. Appointed by the governor

b. Elected - non-partisan ballot

c. Elected - partisan ballot

d. Elected by local school board members

How should the chief state school officer be chosen? (check one)

a. Appointed by state board of education
b. Appointed by the governor

c. Elected - partisan ballot

d. Elected - non-partisan ballot

e. Elected by local school board members

The state education agency should receive and administer
all federal funds for public schools in accordance with
state plans developed by the state and approved by the
federal government.

The state should establish an overall education agency to
coordinate all of its educational activities including
elementary and secondary schools and institutions of
higher learning.

The state education agency should provide evidence con-
cerning the effectiveness of public school programs for
the governor, the legislature, and the public.

The state should negotiate (or establish) a statewide
salary schedule for teachers, and all pudblic school
teachers in the state should be paid in accordance with
the state salary schedule.

111. THE FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

The federal government should establish broad goals for
public education, determine the resources required to attain
these goals, and assure that the needed resources are avail-
able for education in each state.

There should be a Secretary of Education in the President's
Cabinet.

The federal government should consolidate its numerous
categorical aids for education into a few '"block grants."

The federal government should assume full responsibility for
welfare costs, freeing state and local funds for pubhc
school support.

The federal government should share its revenues with states
and mmicipalities for general governmental purposes, inclu-
ding, but not limited to, education.

The federal government should contribute toward the cost
of education for all children and youth, including those
attending church-related and other non-profit schcols.

S ¥
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Agree_m

Disagree
Undecided_ g4

Disagree 234
Undecided j 33

Agreeq7sg
Disagree 1%
Undecided_ 2%

Agree 26%
DisagreeS7%
Undecided 17%

Agreesgg
Disagree
Undecidedﬁ

Agree70%

Disagree
Undecided]4y

Agree73%
Dis agree14%
Undecidedl 3%

Agree58%
Disagree24%
Undecidedlsg

Agree72%
Dis agree]3%
Undecidedls%

Agreel 7%
D1sagreem
Undecided—’;
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7. The fedcral government should assume primary responsibility Agrec 58%
for financing and coordinating research and development for Disagree.
cducation. Undecided I1%
8. The federal government should aid states in financing Agree 35%
retirement for puolic school teachers. Disagree
Undecided I7%
o. There should be a national retirement system for public Agree 23%
school teachers. Disagree57%
: Undecided 20%
10. As a condition for receiving federal general purpose Agree72%
grants-in-aid for public schools, the state should be Disagree
required to adopt a plan which assures that all public Undecidedzu_
schools in the state will be adequately supported.
Ji. The federal government, in order to insure equality of AgreeS7%
vpportunity regardless of the wealth of a student's parents, Disagree
race, handicaps, or geographical location, should withdraw  UndecidedIJ%
federal funds from districts not supplying this equality of
opportunity.
1z. The U. S. Cffice of Education should decentralize its ele- Agreedds
«aentary and secondary school programs to regional offices. Disagree
Undecided23%
13. Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schools
should be designed to:
a. Equalize educational programs and services among states.Yes81%Wol1l6% NR 3%
b. Equalize salaries of school employees among states. Yes 213N071% NR 8%
c. Encourage state and/or local financial support for
public schools by zelating foderal grants to school
tax effort. Yes 78¥N016% NR 6%
d. Make payments to school districts to compensate
for federal tax exempt property Yes 88%o 8% NR 4%
14, The federal share of the cost of public schools should be increased (or de-
creased) until the federal contribution reaches an optimum of %
of the total cost (insert preferred percent).
1V. RESPONDENT DATA
Name
(please print)
Position_ _
Address

-4-

(street) (city)

(state)

Please recturn this questionnaire to the CLducation Commission of the States,
1860 Lincoln Street, #300, Denver, Colorado 80203.
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A TABULATION OF REPLIES TO THE GOVERNANCE QUESTIONNAIRE

BY REGIONS AND BY POSITION OF RESPONDENTS

Education Commission of the States

Denver, Colorado
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1. THE LOCAL ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

Question # L1: While the goal-setting function for public education is

appropriately shared by all three levels of government and by the people

ge_nerally, the local educational agency is responsible for operating

i scnools and should be given freedom to select the methods to attain
established goals. (Agree)

Percent

RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D u N.R.
New England...cccocevevnaranocccese eee. 40 83 10 yi 0
Middle Atlantic....cccoccccccces tevensss 52 92 6 2 0

: Great Lakes....cc.c.- teeesessssassrarens 39 90 5 0
Y Southeast.cciiisievsssscses sosscnee eee. 85 85 6 1

PlaifNS. .cccrosssesoocccsansoscsnssnssnes 55 89 5 2
SouthwWest..coecovossscsrce teeevsseenes oo 27 81 11 4 4
MOUNTAiN.. eoessooosecsssorossssssssccne 36 97 0 0 3
Far West.....:. teessscesssssmesarennnvnss 33 82 6 6

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVEINOT..ccoovocovcsvoscossacnnse 33 82 6 g9 3
State Legislator....-ccceccvvveee. cesees 86 74 13 12 1
Chief State School Officer....... ceseses 41 93 7 0 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 94 2 4 0 ;
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 G4 3 3 0 &
State School Board Member (NASBE)...... . 43 98 0 2 0
P.T.A Representative.....c.ccoeovceecces 40 93 S 0 2
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 84 8 0 8
Federal Official.......ccc0ne tessbessves 14 100 0 0 0 i

TOTAL RESPONSES....essccsossoeses ceeeiens.--368 87 6 5 2

Note: |
A = Agree ;
D = Disagree

n = 1Jndecided -

Qo . H.R. = No Response _ 59
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Question ¥ L2:

(Agree)

EEENNSES BY REGION No.
New England....... cecees tiiseesenessnnes 40
Middle Atlantic....... teesescesseascaenn 52
Great LakeS..cccceccsccsecccsnccnsns 39
SOULHEASE . c ccooccevacvtosscscansnoassonss 85
Plains..cceovceees cesessenne . eeecsesens 55
Southwest..ooevvese Ceetensecsecsas s 27
Mountain....... cesececs tesscvesssessncas 36
Far Westeeeeecoooenses teesesesesssensnane 34

RESPONSES BY POSVIIION
State GOVEINOT .. cccscoovosocscnscsvosens 33
State Legislator.....cccvincrecncccacens 86
Chief State School Officer......c..... .. 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch., Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
P.T.A Representative.......vcvvvvevoeens 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. {(NEA)..... . 36
Federal Official....... veeveecssens ceeee 14

TOTAL RESPONSES..ccccccese ceecerececcsosne e 368

Note:

A = Agree

D = Disagree
1} = lIndecided
N.R

. = No Response . 51

60
63
87
55
83
81
67

82
68
76
82
73
75
52
64
28

70

Percent

1=

32
27

35
13
19
22

12
30
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Since local education agencies are becoming administratively
and fiscally more dependent upon state government, they should not be '
dependent administratively or fiscally upon general city or county government.

N.R.
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Question # L3: The local school tax rate roposed by the school board
(Disagree)

should be subject to a vote of the people in the school district.

RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England......c...-. tececssccsssseses 40
Middle Atlantic............. cessssessees 52
Great LAKES...ccteessecssnnsancsnssssees 39
Southeast...cceovveeesenccns cessesssesss 85
Plains...ccccevecccneronsnnnnns 11
Southwest....ccooeeeee chesanses veveeness 27
Mountain. .veeeecessece- ceseasnn P {
Far WeSt.coveeeoccoacans e ceseene vees 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVETMOTr...eesccennsses  eeieeee. 33
State Legislator....... Geenenenans cevies 86
Chief State School Officer....... ceses.. 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 456
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
I'.T.A Representative.........ccccucvvnen 40
Pres . State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official..ccoveecieeananen tesess 14
TOTAL RESPONSES...0eeccocccreacacanns teseess368
Note:

A = Agree
D = Disagree
" = 1Indecided

N.R. = No Response i

A

50
29
41
48
24
SS
44
S0

43
49

26
34
44
S0
47
S0

42

Percent

)

4S
61
51
41
71
41
50
38

42
43
69
67
66
47
37
47
36

50
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10
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Question # L4: To assure coordination between public schools and other
local govermental services, the public school systen should be a department
of city or county governient responsible to the chief executive officez

of the city or county. (Disagree)

Percent

W O O NN UV NN

O N VO WO N WO

RESPONSES 8Y REGION No. A D P N.R,
New England....cceeinecnccss A 15 75 8
Middle Atlantic...cceosocneens tieeescess 52 13 79 6
Great Lakes.oooOOooo-O'o oooooooo e o0 be oo 39 3 92 0
SOUtheast..ocossssossssscnncs tessecsssss 85 7 88 3
PlainsS..ccosevcscccsnscsons teesssecscsss 55 4 94 0
SouthWest.coescoocosnncs PR J 0 100 0
Mountain...... ceseseraseasrans eresens ees 36 0 100 0
Far West...ceocee sessessesrivrecseve cees 34 0 85 12

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVEINOr...cceesvocs eereesenes eee 33 3 88 9
State Legislator........ Lesvtesscsssascas 86 8 85 4
Chief State School Officer....cccccecens 41 0 98 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 2 96 2
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 0 97 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)...... . 43 2 98 0
P.T.A Representative.....cocevvncccecees . 40 7 80 8
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 6 92 0
Federal Official...... tessssesesssses ees 14 S0 36 14

mTAL RESPONSES....II ooooooooo |Ooo'o".'.6-0368 6 89 3

Note:

A = Agree

D = Disagree

" = lindecided

No Response
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Question # LS: The local school board should have authority to employ,
assign, and dismiss teachers under general procedures established by law.
(Agree)
Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D u N.R.
E
: New England...cceoveecceccconenes cesssss 40 95 2 3 0
] Middle Atlantic.....ccocvvenes ceceseesves 52 24 2 4 0
; Great Lakes-'l....---.....-.l. ----- oo 9o 00w 39 95 5 o o
Southeast....ccocee cecens ceeeesasersians . 85 98 2 ¢ 0
PlainS.ccceceissssacnncens ceeesanns cesss S5 94 0 L 2
SEUthWESt .o vveeevecnnevoneosonans Ceeene . 27 100 0 0 0
“mntaiﬂ--....-...... -------------- RN 36 97 3 0 0
Fa.l‘ west--.---ooo-o ------------------ ¢ e -~ 34 91 6 o 3
\ RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVETrNOr.ccccevocvvocsorcvns Ceeees 33 97 0 3 0
State Legislator...... veevesnsoens ciiesss 86 95 4 1 0
Chief State School Officer........cccv.. 41 95 0 3 2
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 98 2 0 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 100 0 0 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 100 0 0 0
P.T.A Rep’resentative. cevenens covesas «ves 40 23 5 2 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 89 8 0 3
Federal/Official.......cccvvennenn crevees 14 93 0 7 0
TOTAL RESPONSES. veetee-eroncenns ceesedseaas 368 96 2 1 1
Note:
A = Agree
D = Disagree
n = 1Indecided
N.R. = No Response
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Question #L6a: The local school board should negotiate with organizations
representing its teachers and enter into contracts with them concerning
salaries ana fringe benefits. (Yes)

RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No
l s amtcommas a—
New ENZLANd. e .seenneeerneenneneeenneess 40 95
Middle At1antiCeeecececesseccncescecesss 52 94
Great LakeSe.cceoeceaocssserescrsssscnees 39 97
Southeast...ceoocececcee Vesesseessan ee-es 85 48 47
Plains..coceececencnses B 11 82 16
Southwkest..ccoeeosese tectsccssesssseasans 27 67 29
Mountain......ccceeveee tiesssessessess .. 36 89 11
Far WeSt.vceeveeerences Getescbrsacesenss 34 82 15

RESPONSES BY PCSITION

State GOVeINOT. cevveocccccccccecs ceceass 33 82 15
State Legislator........ tresssresesasane 86 72 27
Chief State School Officer...........-.. 41 73 22
| Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 83 17
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards..... .. 29 72 28
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 72 26
P.T.A. Representative...............0 oo 40 77 20
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 97
Federal Official...... teteecessssenesses 14 100
TOTAL RESPONSES.c.cccecccosssassscnssscsees.368 78 20

N.R. = No Response
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Question # L6b: The local school board should negotiate with organizations
representing its teachers and enter into contracts with them concerning
curriculum content. (No)

RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No N.R. |
i New ENG1aNdeeescescnseesensennsensesenss 40 32 68 0
i Middle At1ANtiC......ceeeeeeronenseneess 52 19 77 4 i
§ Great LakeS..eeesoeeecees PR . 28 69 3 %
] Southeast..cceooecessscsoses R - 1 27 68 S %
PlalNS.cceeccecsssecsosssasnoncasnssssns S 22 76 2 gQ
SOULhWESE..cccevsenrcsccsocsonssnssnssss 27 18 78 4 ]
MOUNLAiN. .coveeecsersoosrsssnsosssssnses 36 25 75 0 f
Far West...cvceconvccne cescennssnstreene 34 35 59 6 §
RESPONSES BY POSITION ;
!

1 State GOVEINOT.ccteeecescscssossansns oo 33 33 64 3
State Legislator.....cceevececercenncens 86 27 71 2 ‘
: Chief State School Officer............ .. 41 15 80 5 )
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 11 87 2 |

Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 21 79 0

State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 42 5 93 2
P.T.A. Representative............ veesess 40 32 65 3 ;
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)..... . 36 72 25 3 ;

Federal Official....c.ce.. ecseseiersenes 14 21 65 14

TOTAL RESPONSES...... cecons Geeessans PP 1 3. 26 71 3

N.R. = No Response




Question #L6c: The local school board should negotiate with organizstions
representing its teachers and enter ini: contracts with them concernirg
teeching procedures. (No)

, RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No
é New England...... cccetevencccncccnnsess 40 35 65
E Middle Atlantic........ vessecas veesessas 52 23 73
f Great Lakes.....ceceeeenecncncesacnnes e 39 31 67
; Southeast..coeee cossestoenssassscccnnnss 85 28 67
Plains..... sesesssssrisasannae ceccescsens 55 29 69
Southwest......... Ceseteceans cecsecanse oo 27 29 67
Mountain...... ceesnsns reeseea cesteccanas 36 33 67
Far WesSt...cceveeeceoscnserocecnncsennce 34 38 59

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State Governor........ ¢rececassesses vees 33 42 55
State Legislator...ccceccceccccccccccces 86 32 66
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 24 71
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 15 83
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 24 76
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 7 91
P.T.A. Representative..c..cccceececencens .. 40 40 58
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 64 33
Federal Official....icoeececcvecacccnens 14 29 64

mAL RESPONSES............ ..... ® 9 ® 9900 0900 368 30 . 67

N.R. = No Response
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Ql.JGStl:lOH # P7:. To equalize school resources and local tax rates among school
districts within a state, the local school property tax should be abolished

and all school tax income should be derived from state and federal sources.
(Disagree)

Percent

RESPONSES BY REGION No A D U NR.
New England. .. ..coeviiirimnnnnnnaennnn 40 23 68 7 2 :
Middle At1antiC......eeevnseenrnnnnennns 52 17 67 16 0
Great LaKeS .. .ovveeeeeaseerrnnesansssnnn 39 18 77 5 0 %
SOULNEASt . e v et v et areresnnssnasanansnns 85 12 81 7 0 i
Plains..... e e e 55 15 74 11 0 !
. Southwest.....ovveeees ettt 27 15 59 22 4
MOUMEAITI. « e v v e e sereeensensnnnene s 16 19 59 19 3
} FAT WESt.veeveaooannnnaanssasastnsnsennns 34 29 53 12 6
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVEITOT . ... v coovnrnreeessestonens 33 15 76 3 6 ;
State Legislator.......cevivevivecnvnnn 86 20 67 11 2
Chief State School OFficer......c.e...... 41 - 8 7 .0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 .28 50 22 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 14 76 10 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 3 .. 16 79 5 o0
P.T.A Representative.......coeveenccennn. 40 17 62 .21 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc.‘(NEA) ...... 36 . 17 77 3 3
Federal Official........ccevuens e 4 14 S0 36 0 i
TOTAL RESPONSES. . ¢ vvveecnirnnnnaneens e 368 18 70 11 -1

Note:

A = Agree

D = Disagree
H = lndecided

N.R; = No Response .-‘~r-€3
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RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England.....oovvviviniinoiiinecaneanns 40
Middle AtlanticC.....vevevviveneceennanes 52
Great LakesS...vvoveerneeinevoannrennnnnns 39
Southeast ... viiieeivenienanenrnnnsossnanes 85
0 I 1 o - Y 55
SOUthWES . v ivivierititnteneranonanncnss 27
Mountain......oovviiiiieiiiiieenenananas 36
Far West ... iiiiiiiiiiininioinonceenennnnnns 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVETNOT...ovetticvetrtonssnnsssnns 33
State Legislator.....oveveieniineenecnennn 86
Chief State School Officer........ Wevas 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46.
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 47
P.T.A. Representative........coeeevvunen 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official.....cvvviivnnnenvnnnnnn 14
TOTAL RESPONSES . ... vvviiievin e eeennn va s 368

. = No Response

Yes

62
61
74
71
80

-~
&~

61
32

remiad

28
27
21
20
20
48
39
62

27

Question #L8a: To make school resources more nearly equal and, at the same
time, preserve the fiscal basis for local control, the local school property
tax should be retained to pay part of the cost of programs required by the

state, (Yes)

23

20

48

35

37
33
14

30
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Question # L8b: To make school resources more nearly equal and, at the same
time, preserve the fiscal basis for local control, the local school property
tax should be retained to finance local supplementary programs. (Yes)
i
RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No N.R. {
7““ I
New England.............. e . 40 70 25 5 .
Middle Atlantic......... I 52 69 15 16
. Great LakeS.......v0uvs ;fl ................ 39 90 3 _ 7 :
; Southeast.........oov-s e rnemnanannes 85 75 12 13
Plains......oonunuunns N 55 91 9
SouthwesSt.......oouus Lo - 27 89 11
Mountain......eveeve. e 36 86 8
Far West............ e 34 73 15 12
: RESPONSES BY POSITION
State Governor... e e e 33 79 12 9
State Legislator......cvvvurovncnnnnnnns 86 79 13 {
Chief State School Officer..... P 41 83 R 10 :
Pres. State Assoc. of .Sch. Admin........ 46 87 . 9 4 ]
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 83 14 3 i
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 . . 84 11
P.T.A. Representative..iveovvreerrunnnn. 40 70 18 12 Q
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 78 . .14 : 8
Federal Official.......coovsunsn. Ciiee.. 14 64 4 22
TOTAL RESPONSES . ... citieroeenvenessn Cev e 368 80 12 ' - 8 %
S , . o ‘
N.R. = No Response
;
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Question # L8c: To make school resources more nearly equal and, at
time, preserve the fiscal basis for local control, the local school property
tax should be retained to finance school building programs.

'
RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England......vccveievieennnnennnnnns 40
Middle Atlantic....... c0o0veunnns Ceseenn 52
Great LakesS...vivevnivviiieenennnnnonanns 39
Southeast. . voviveroeertioresroaresnsanas 85
Plains.....ooiviiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiinennns 55
SouthwesSt. . v.viiein et nnientnnanenanons 27
MOUNEAIM . + e vvvvvaneeeseneneneeennnnnnnns 36
FAT WeST.eruuiereennnroreneennnnnn e 34
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State Governor........ N 33
State Legiélator ........................ 86
Chief State Scnool Officer.............. 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
. Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
: State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
) P.T.A. Representative...........ccoiuun.. 40
- Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEAj ...... 36
© Federal Official.......cvveeneeveennens. 14

TOTAL RESPONSES......covivievivveneonens e 368

N.R. = No Response

e

Yes

28
39
82
70
85
81
72
47

70
64
56

65

76
72
53
61
43

63

the same

65
44
18
15
11
19
20
35

18

24
" 27
|35,

17

23 -

31
36

27

18

12
12
17
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* Question #L9: To make local school systems responsive to local and parental
concerns, school boards should be elected by the people. (Agree) 1
Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U N.R.
New England......ccoviiinninnnnnennnnnnn 40 97 3 0 0
: Middle AtlanticC.....oiruerernrnnssnnnnnn 52 73 13 12 2
¥ -
f, Great LAKES .. . vvvennnneensonsnsnnnnnsns 39 95 3 2 0
§ SOULNEASE e e v vt v ennsaanaseensensnsonsas 85 82 14 4 0
L. PIAING . s e e aaennssnnnansnnsssnssnn 55 96 2 0 2
k
4 SOULNWESE . v v v et v e st nsasesnscssssaans 27 100 0 0 0
i MOUNEALN . v v e v v eennnonsasnsnnvsnesasans 36 97 0 0 3 :;
5 Far WEST .o vvnssnennaeneeseeenennns e 34 94 0 3 3
f RESPONSES BY POSITION
"S‘tate GOVETTION « « v v e s veveeannnansnn nnnas 33 91 3 3 3
State Legislator......cevveeurninnnnnnnn 86 90 8 1 1
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 93 2 2. 3
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 » 89 7 4 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 97 0 3 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 93 5 2 0
P.T.A Representative.......c.covvvnvvnnn 40 90 8 2 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 - 86 11 0 3 ;
Federal Official..........o... e 1w 72 7 21 0 1
TOTAL RESPONSES..._f........................‘.368 90 6 3 1
Note:
= Agree
13
D = Disagree
1 = lndecided | | -
M.R. = No Response o . 0
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Question # L10: Large urban school districts should be decentralized so
as to encourage participation in school affairs by parents and communi ty

leaders. (Agree)

e e e i bk i d

Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No A D U NR,
New England..........coiiiiniianiennnns 40 67 8 23 2
f5ddle ALLANEIC. . evnveeereernernereeeens 52 71 11 1z 6
Great LakeS ... vievr it venrnnnnnnrinennss 39. 59 13 26 2
SoUutheast .. ivieineetoneeeennacennttenas 85 58 15 23 4
PlaimsS . cveeeeeinssnesstonsnsonesrsnnnss 55 60 14 26 0
Southwest.....ooovs. .. e, 27 59 11 30 0
| (150 1 & oF- 5 8y WU N 36 78 6 14 2
Far WeSt.. vt ieeeeonanseeioesanssnnnns 34 65 9 20 6
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVETMOT . vt vrvrnrnsarnnnnnnronnss 33 70 6 15 9
State Legislator....... e e et 86 56 19 22 3
Chief State School Officer......... e 41 56 12 29 3 ]
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 78 4 18 0 ?
Pres. State Assoc. of ‘Sch. Boards....... 29, s2 17 31 0 ;
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 60 12 28 0
P.T.A Representative.............couc.uns 40 68 13 17 2 )
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 3¢ .75 5 17 3 ?
Federal Official....... R, 14 72 7 7 14 ;’
. TOTAL RESPONSES........ [P SO 368 64 12 21 - 3
Note: .
A = Agree :
= Disagree .
I = Undécided - .
N.R. = - No Résponse ° ,;” . E ,..(Szi
455-446 O - 72 - 5~
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Question # Li1:

RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England......ccoiviviiniiniininnnen . 40
Middle Atlantic.....cvvvviievnrannnonen 52
Great Lakes....cvierivivnnoronenns e 39
SOULthEaSt. . cvtrerorsosnossosonsrssnsssns 85
Plains.. . vovenennseroossoroirsnacasseans 55
SOULMWESL s v ve v nneneansnsecssssnasasons 27
MOUNTAIN . « v vv vttt eninoserrossnansssasass 36
FAT WeSt. oot vnrotioosassrtossansnanans 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOvVernor......... [P X
State Legislator.......couvuvicnrnnvnnnn 86
Chief State-School Officer........ eeee 41
~ Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
P.T.A Representative........c.covueiunn. 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA}...... 36
Federal OFFICial...eeeorenrnnernnreeenn, 14
TOTAL RESPONSES. ...t eienvesnnneeecnonsonnns 368
Note:
A = . Agree ;
D = Disagree\ 
1l = Undecided - -
N.R. = No Response - . Gﬁ 3

1>

95
98
100
99
98
100
100
91

100

94
100
100
100

100

.98
97
93

98

; The governing board of a local educational agency should
establish a systematic procedure for periodic reviews of the scope and
effgctiveness of its educational program, and these reviews should be the
basis for expanding, curtailing, or changing various programs. (Agree)

Percent

by
30
0 2
0 0
1 0
0 2
0 0
0 0
3 3
0 o0
2 2
0 0
0 0
0 o0
0 o0
2. 0
0 0
0 -7
1 1

4 i, AP IO T B

O O O O O O N

N.R.
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II. THE STATE ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

T ' QuestiQn #¥S1: The state should establish broad goals for public education,

- determine the resources required to attain these goals, and assure that the
needed resources are available for schools in all parts of the state without
excessive taxation. (Agree)

|
Percent } )
. RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U NR.
] NeW ENgIand. . ... eeveerveveesesaseeess 40 100 0 0 0
: Middle Atlantic...... e e 52 96 2. 0 2
Great Lakes.....cvvciiinnnnenntnennnsas 39 97 3 0 0
: SOULHEASt .o v et vtansaesononnnncsnasasas 85 93 4 3 0
. Plains........... AU 55 96 2 2 0
g SOULRWES . « e v e v eeeaeeamenennniaenanaenns 27 96 4 0 0
? Mountain.........coevevveneennnann eeeens 36? 97 3 0 0.
? FAT WS nvrenserannnnnneenneeeesonss 34 10 0 0 0
E |
| RESPONSES BY POSITION
f {
f State GOVEIMOT ... .cocvuvuonernnansnansans 33 94 3 3 0
| ’ State LegiSLator. . .e.eenerresneennesnns 86 93 5 1 1
| Chief State School Officer.......... ....41 - 100 o0 0 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 . 98 2 0 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 \5 100 0 0 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 ., 95 0 . 5 0
P.T.A Representative............... el 40 Les 5 0 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 3100 0 0 0
Federal OFFLCIAl. .. veursnveneeesenneeinn 14 00 0o 0 0
TOTAL RESPONSES........... e areaeeaens Lo.0.368 97 2 1.0
Note

A = Agree

D = Disagree . :
U = Undecided '“{Sf;
N.R. = No Response Sff;
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| : Questicn # S2: To assure maximum equalization of educational opportunity,
: the state should.def1ne a standard program of educational services and
5 require all public schools to provide at least these services.'(Agree)

f .
} Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U NR.
h
New England......oeeeenenceneenncnnennes 40 97 3 0 |
Middle ATLAMEAC. . ..rnenrenesneereennnns 52 92 2 2 |
Eg Great LaKeS.....oveerenoennncnescnnssans 39 87 10 c 3 |
é SOULNEASL. . tvtvveeennsnnsassssnsnsnsnsas 85 91 3 0 E
PlaENS . v vvneerrnreeninnn U 55 93 2 0 ?
. SOULRWES T+ . eve e vvnneensns s 27 96 0o 4 0
: MOUNTAIM. e v e e vnersasnnsenncnenanasnns 36 80 14 6 0
3 FAT WESTnnnnesnnnrreeensnnnnseneeseees 34 82 18 0 0 :
RESPONSES BY POSITION
i State GOVETNOT . ..oveesenoassssnsesonseas 33 94 6 0 0 ;
State Legislator........covvuennnn e 86_ 88 7 4 1 ;
Chief State Schdol Officer.......ccvvun 41 90 5. 5 0
Pres. State Assob. of Sch._Admin ........ 46 91 7 2 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 86 10 4 | 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)J..;;.. 43 88 9 3 0
P.T.A Representative...........oveeennns 150 95 . 2 3 b_
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 92 8 0 0 §
Federal Official....oveeeeeneeeneennns .. 14 . 86 7 0 Vi ‘
, - ’ ;%
TOTAL RESPONSES............. e ea e 368 90 7 2 1 ]
, _ :
: _ ;
v Note: ‘
i !‘  _ A = Agree “
i | = Disagréé
) 4 = Undecided - | | S - S .
r N.R. = No Regpbnsg . ‘ %'fi;' . ' }
6b
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Question # S3: To provide for the development of new educational programs
and to test their effectiveness, the state should authorize optional
supplementary programs and provide for their support jointly from state
and local sources. (Agree) . :
Percent ?
RESPONSES BY REGION : R No. A D | H~ N.R. {
' i
New England...........coiiivinienns PN 40 90 5 0 5 j
Middle At1antiC.....eeveeeenvunneeennnn. 52 90 2 8 0 |
GTEAt LaKeS. ..o seurenanen e ernrnneanens 39 95 5 0 0 {
Southeast.......cciviiiiiiii it 85 90 5 5 0 |
Plains....ie it iiieteeiinestnnssnsnnanas 55 84 9 7 0. - %
Southwest......viviiiiiiiniiiiiiinnnian, 27 85 7 4 4 %
Mountain........ovoiiiiiiniiiiinnnnenn .36 89 6 5 0 i
FAT WESTernn e e eeeeeeneeeneeeraneenns 34 88 9 3 0 3.
i
RESPONSES BY POSITION i
State GOVEINOT .. eveeesisesesnasncsoneas 33 88 3 -6 3 .2
State Legislator...... e et 86 85 8 6 1 :3
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 95 0 5 0 r..;:;
Pres. State Assoc. of‘Sch. Admin........ 46 80 11 9 0. fg
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 .. 9% . 7 3. 0 1§
State School Board Member (NASBE)-...... 43 95. 5 0 0 i
P.T.A Representative............covuunn. 40 95 2 3 .0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 - 86 -8 3 3
Federal Official...... e 14 100 0. .0 0
TOTAL RESPONMNSES............ SO { o1 89 6 . 4 1
Note:
A = Agree
= Disagree
= Undecided .
N.R. = NovResponse . N ?ﬁ‘{St?
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T : Question # S4: The optional supplementary programs should be jointly

financed by the state and the local school district, but the state
should contribute a greater percent of the cost of such programs to
school districts in which taxable wealth per pupil is below the state
average. (Agree)

’ . Percent

| RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U NR
t New England....oveeevnvvnononnnnens coees 40 87 7 5 3 ‘s
| Middle At1antiC...eseeseeeessesnnnsenees 52 90 2 6 2
‘ Great LaKeS....oeooroerreansnnsnnnanans . 39 97 0 3 0 '
‘ SOULhEaSt v o ssvansasensons Ceevesisane 85 " 85 9 6 0 ’
| PLALNS e+ ve s e san e e b e ene e 55)' 87 4 5 4 ,5
| SOULRWESE s oo v e s vrrsrasrasnssosnsnss .. 27/ 85 0 11 4 )‘
} MOUNEAIN. vo e evrsnoasossssaantessasnnses 36 83 6 8 3 ;
' BT WESE . svver s ovnvasssssssnsssnssnnenns 34 82 12 3 3
! RESPONSES BY POSITION i
| l
‘ State GOVEINOY .o essoans Wevessaa s oo 33 85 9 3 3
‘ State Legislator.....oevvvennrrrnnneneas 86 89 5 5 1 |
; Chief State Schoocl Officer........ ceeees 41 98 0 2 0
: pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 81 4 11 4
* pres. State Assoc. of Sch., Boards...... . 29 80 7 10 3
i State School Board Member (NASBE) .. ..... 43 89 - 9 2 0
: P.T.A Representative..oeceveesenaeeeeees 40 90 5 5 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA) ...\ e 36 83 8 6 3
Federal Official...... et 14 86 0 1 7

TOTAL RESPONSES. 4 vsvveveen e st aaae Ceeeaan 368 88 5 5 2

T A

Note:
| A = Agree
D = Disagree
" = lindecided
11.R. = No Response e~ 68
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Question # g5

TR R e et 4 et e A e et e o e,

(a) The state board of education

(c) An elected state school superintendent

RESPONSES BY REGION . No.
New England.....covvvinnninennnnnanneannes 40
Middle Atlantic......ivviviiiniinnnevnns 52
Great Lakes....... esta e et e e 39
Southeast.........vtn ittt tnn s 85
Plains.....oviivveiionreiiinainneroneaans 55
Southwest. oo ieertetriintertoarensesans 27
MOUNTAIN. « vttt v vt eeeon nnnonneonoes 36
Far West.. ... iivviiririertiieiiitnnsnvnes 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVETINOT .t vviiiitiinnee sonns o vann 33
State Legislator......cvvevivvvn v onns 86
Chief State School Officer....cvveee oo 41

Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29

State School Board Member (NASBE)..... .. 43
P.T.A. Representative........ Pavae «vee. 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 3%
Federal Official.......covvvviiininvnvans 14

(b) The governor

The state education agency should be responsible to: (check one)

(State Board)

Elect.
State , Svate
Board  Governor Sup't. N.R.
85 10 3 2
73 23 0 4
77 5 15 3
82 4 8 6
83 2 13 2
74 7 15 4
78 3 19 c
79 9 6 6
67 18 9 6
72 14 13 1
73 2 20 5
91 0 2
100 0 0
95 0 0
78 3 12
78 8 11 3
57 36 0 7

TOTAL RESPONSES

N.R. = No Response
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Question # S6: How should the state board of education be chosen? (check one)

st st

a. Appointed by the governor
b. Elected -- non-partisan ballot
c. Elected -- partisan ballot
d. Elected by local school board membars . (Governor)
- " Elect.
App'td. Elect. Elect, .Local
by . N.p.* P.*" Board
RESPONSES BY REGION No. Gov. Ballot Ballot Memb. N.R.
New England....eoeveveensnnns s 40 77 - 15 o 5 3
Middle Atlantic........ e 52 60 -15 0 10 15
Great Lakes . . viveniritensntaitinassnnnns 39 41 41 10 0 8
Southeast . v iveeinrnrsrsortisnrtsssrananas 85 44 - 42 3 8 3
PlainS . evvoveererrerecs s tisnastsasnaanens 55 51 - 38 S 4 2
Southwest. ... cviiritatnntineta e vees 27 33 . 56 11 0 0 ‘
MOUE@AT - « «+ + v e v vrene s ennsanennenens 36 39 39 11 8 3 |
Far West .. i v iiiieeiieenasartientatitnanas 34 32 38 9 21 0
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVETMOT . ieseeernnrroaetanasssonan 33 70 . 18 9 0 3 ]
State Legislator....cevveveentnaniannann 86 61 - 24 7 S 3 |
Chier State School Officer.............. 4l 46 37 10 0 . 7 }
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 35 50 0 13 2 |
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 55 31 7 4
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 35 37 5 18 5
P.T.A. Representative.......... Cereeee 40 27 53 0 15 5
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 47 39 8 3 3
Federal Official.......... et e 14 57 29 0 0 14
TOTAL RESPONSES . ccivvvvrtnnnntnn sy e 368 49 35 5 7 4
N.R. = No Response
*N.P. = Non Partisan
**p., = Partisan
"0




Question #87: How should the chief state school officer be chosen? (check one)

(3)
(b)
(<)
(d)
(e)

Appointed by state board of education

Appointed by the governor

Elected -~ partisan ballot

Elected -- non-partisan ballot

Elected by local school board members (State Board)

e e « b e A P T8 3008

ey e

RESPONSES BY REGION No. (@) () () (d) (e) NR
New England...evveevevanenerinnnsnninnns 40 85 10 0 3 2 0
Middle AtlantiC...vveeen i ovnnannnnny 52 67 25 0 2 0 6
Great Lakes..viivuviion et venvnaninnens 39 87 3 3 7 0 0
Southeast .o iieivesotettiotnersnsrsiss 85 74 6 8 2 2
Plains...vvisvnsveneiiinniiianrarnannns 55 82 7 2 9 0 0
Southwest.....ooviies IR EEREE TRy 27 78 15 4 3 0 0
Mountain.. iveissionr et onenasrsnnnnes 36 70 0 19 8 0 7
Far WesSt..vvvviieiiininssnarannsienianes 34 70 12 9 9 0 0

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State Goveruor........ Crre et 33 70 21 6 0 0 3
State Legislator......ocevvnvunsnnniini, 86 64 19 7 10 0 0
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 81 2 2 12 0 3
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 91 0 2 7 o 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 90 3 3 4 0 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 81 2 7 5 5 0
P.T.A. Representative.......ccivvusn vooe 40 78 8 5 7 2 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA).....‘. 36 83 8 6 3 0 0
Federal Official...vvvivinvniiniinvninns 14 43 36 0 0 0 21

TOTAL RESPONSES....vivvvvven et r e esenes v 368 76 10 5 7 1 1

N.R. = No Response
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|
| :
|
i L den. - ) . . J
e L e Wk s phans developes
L by the state and approved by the federal government. (Agree) :
E
:
F Percent
i RESYONSES_BY REGION No. A D U NR 3
3 New England. ....oovvoeesnsnnennennoneees 40 75 17 5 3
Middle ALLANTAC. +verenveerersersensesees 52 71 23 2 4
3 Great LaKes. .oovovnrrnensnnssnnnsnvnnes 39 87 8 5 0
E SOULHEASt . v v v v v vanssransnnsssrenonvanes 85 80 14 6 0
& PLHINS . cov o v vasssonssonssnssnssnssnssens 55 80 11 9 0
SOULRWESL . v o v v v osaasnnssnsnasumsoees 27 70 19 11 0
i MOUNEAIM. ¢ v v v vvvvnssnosasssnesssnsonnens 36 75 11 14 0
- Bap WESts s s ovornononnsnnns e 34 73 15 9 3
RESPONSES BY POSITION ‘
!
State GOVETTMOT . oo vavrsrnnsssssnsrsasrs 33 79 9 12 0 {
State LegiSlator....oeercrvrrarnanrrenes 86 79 8 11 2
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 100 0 0 ‘
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 83 13 4 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 100 0 0 0
State School Board Member (NASBE) ... v v 43 63 28 7 2 ]
P.T.A Representative .................... 40 72 20 8 0 ] |
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA) ...... 36 58 31 11 0 ' |
Federal Official . 14 36 50 7 7 3
TOTAL RESPONSES.......
Note:
= Agree
D = Disagree
1" = lndecided
"N.R. = No Response
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Question # S9: The state should establish an overall education agency to ]
coordinate all of its gducgtional activities including elementary and Q
secondary schools and institutions of higher learning. (Agree) E
; Percent ‘
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U N.R. '

New England....covviiiiinnnnnnernncannns 40 57 23 18 2

: Middle Atlantic........ Celeiiiie st 52 77 11 12 0
E Great LakeS.....ceoviviininninnanneiannnn 39 46 33 21 0 i
SOULhEaSt . it iviiieieieneneonnensanenns 85 67 21 11 1 ;
Plains......vcievvnvnnns et 55 60 31 9 0 1
Southwest.....cocoveennn ettt etenaes 27 59 30 11 0 ;
MOUNTAIN. v v vvivie vttt e eeaaaiiaey 36 58 25 17 0 ]
) Far eSSt it iii ittt tnnninninennnnn, 34 56 32 12 0 3
. RESPONSES BY POSITION ]
3 ;

E State GOVErnOr.. . ivevevstnnenanesaas v 33 64 21 15 0

i State Legislator............ Verer et 86 58 30 11 1

R Chief State School Officer.............. 41 54 34 12 0
s Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 67 20 13 0 \
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 41 38 21 0 ]

Stafe School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 65 26 9 0

P.T.A Representative........cvvvuiuvunnns 49 70 23 0

Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 75 8 14 3

Federal Official.......c.vvivvivuiuiiiiinn 14 57 7 36 0

TOTAL RESPONSES....... teraaaa .

A = Agree

D = Disagree

N == Undecided
No Response

=
=
i
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Question #S1U:

The state education agency should provide evidence concerning

the effectiveness of public schocl programs for the governor, the legislature,

and

the public. (Agree)

RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England.....cveivvviienninnnns ... 40
Middle Atlantic......... Cerr e e 52
freat Lakes ... oo vvveneariritnsennnnssnnas 39
Southeast...... I 85
PlainS. . veivvvver i iiniiinonans Ceee e 55
Southwest....oveses Ceesesiaseea e aes 27
MOUNtALi. et v v vt v i iesersniostsssannennns 36
Far West....oovivvvnns Ces s 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOvernor......... Creae e vees 33

State Legislator....... T T 86

Chief State Scheol Officer........cvvvt 41

Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46

Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29

State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43

P.T.A Representative.....covvvvviininnn 40

Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36

Federal Official...cvvvvivvennianninnns 14
TOTAL RESPONSES..... beerenean Cerea e 368
Note:

= Agree

= Disagree

= ljndecided '
= No Response ,.?4

| >

97
96
100

98

93
93
100
94

838
98
95
96
100
95
97
100
100

97

Percent

=
=

i.

by
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O L U O O &~ w»n
O O O NN O O O O

©O O O vl O v O O o
O O i ©O O N U - O\
O O O O O O O = O




Question # g13.

SiaaallaliEl

The state should negotiate (ox establish) a statewide

salary schedple‘for teachers, and all public school teachers in the state
should be paid in accordance with the state salary schedule. (Disagree)

RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England......ccivevievenannns e, 40
Middle AtlanticC..icveiviviieieinnenerninns 52
Great LakeS...iieiiiiinientnennneecnnnens 39
Southeast...iviiiiietiiiiiierttieneennnas 85
o B ¢ - O S5
SOUthWeSt. . ivieveveietiarvnerrsenanaen 27
Mountain....oiiiiiiiiiniiieiiiiiiinnenes 36
Far West. ittt iiniiienninnes 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVEINOTr....ciieiiitviiantetarannns 33
State Legislator.iviiiiiiiiriornnersnnns 86
Chief State School Officer.............. 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
P.T.A Representative........vvveinnnaans 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official....... Fetiesserasaaassa 14

TOTAL RESPONSES. ... i iiiviiitiininenrtiinnnnes 368

Note:

A = Agree

= Disagree
] = lUndecided
N.R. - No Response :‘fi

| >

30
25
23
41

22

17
29

26

Percent

I

47
48
54
46
76
63
75
53

61
49
71
52
52

63

52
64
50

57

=]

23

20

12

17

11

18

12
12

[Zy]

24
27
16
23

11
36

16

N.R.

© O b O M o aE O
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I1I1. THE FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

Questign #F1: The federal government should establish broad goals for public
education, determine the resources required to attain these goals, and assure
that the needed resources are available for education in each state. (Agree)

Percent

RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U N.R.
New England...... Cerere sttt .. 40 72 23 0
Middle AtlantiC...vvt vevveeoerrrnrnnas 52 58 31 9 2
Creat Lakes...oovevvvevivrinoesseeeaanes 39 67 20 10 3
Southeast 5 0 4 5 0 P AP AP BN NN 0 s o0 0 00 e ‘s 85 55 40 1
Plains.....evveee eses e Cie e rae e 55 532 33 5
Southwest . veoeverans R 27 67 18 15 0
Mountain......... N 36 44 50 0
Far West........ Ceersrsasrrat e aaes enes 34 56 38 3 3

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVernoTr...iveeeceoons T 33 54 40 3 3
State Legislator........covevunn Ceeees .. 86 42 48 9 1
Chief State School Officeg. Chereseea e 41 61 32 5 2
Pres. 5tate Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 72 24 4 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 38 52 7 3
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 65 23 10 2
P.T.A Representative.........oeeuoeeeeeen 40 75 15 10 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 67 25 5 3
Federal Official.......covvuvns Cereaes .o 14 64 22 7

mTAL RESPONSES.....O.;..O..oov oooooooooo .007)68 58 33 7 2

Note:

A = Agree |

D = Disagree . 6

Il = lndecided - 7

N.R, = No Response
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Question #F2: There should be a Secretary of Education in the President's 1
Cabinet.. (Agree) i ‘ c

Percent *

RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D u N.R.

New ENgland...cooveersreonornennenneenns 40 82 10 8 0 3

Middle AtlantiC...eoeeeecunrnneennanenns 52 58 17 23 2 '

] Great Lakes..........us T 39 77 8 15 0 ,

% Southeast.. ..oovvvirieerioinrnnreeieaes 85 68 19 11 2 %

: PLAANS .ttt vurin et iine e eiieearaaeians 85 67 20 13 0 ‘

: SOULhWESt e v vv v iiiiinier o snaaneanss 27 78 7 15 0 ~

i MOUNEAIN . tvvviiiiiia i eranonannn 36 58 31 11 0 ‘

FAr WeSt..uveeeeeenoonsnasonssssnnnnanns 34 85 9 6 0

g 3

, RESPONSES BY POSITION

"

State GOVEIMOT. ..ot vvrrrrnnrennenionnns 33 61 24 15 0 \
State LegiSlator......oevvvererniiiinns, 86 50 33 16 1
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 81 7 12 0 i
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 83 6 9 2 ]
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boaxds....... 29 65 14 21 0
State School Bovard Member (NASBE)....... 43 74 12 14 0
P.T.A Representative.......coevuuiienns 40 92 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 .94 0
Federal Offici2l....ccvviviinininnnn Vieees 14 21 29 43 7

TOTAL RESPONSES . .ttt iiv ittt tenetstantnnnens 368 70 16 13 1

Note:
= Agree

D = Disagree

" = lndecided

LR, = No Response | 7'7




v et 1 o

RESPONSES BY POSITION

{ State GOVETINOT . e veevvsassonnsosaeronns 33
| State Legislator........ccoveeees Chreeaes 86
| Cnief State School Officer.............. 41
! Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE) . ...... 43
P.T.A Representative......ccovveerereenns 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official...ceoevevveveceens veees 14
mTAL RESpoNSES....O...... OOOOOOOO .....00.00368
|
|
| ' Note:
L = Agree
= Disagree
U = lndecided
N.R. = No Response opag
3 K 78

RESPONSES BY REGION No.

% New England......ceeen R 40
; Middle Atlantic....... e eees e eiae s 52
| Great Lakes......enen Ceeeasetea e aens 39
Southeast......oovn IR EE R EREREREE 85

Plains..... feeerti et as e resasan e 55

Southwest..... R R R wes 27
Mountain..sseeevessovs oo SEEEREERERERRER 36

Far WeSt..ceeosososonssosassasessannsnes 34

1>

65
75
69
70
80
78
&0
65

82
70
88
74
79
72
65
58
71

73

(Agree)

Questloq # FS:. The federal government should consolidate its numerous
categorical aids for education into a few 'block grants."

17
15
10
18

15

15

18
14

14
14
15
19
14

14

15
16
12

11

14

20

16

17

20
20

12

[

O O O O O v &~ W

nm O 1t © O O o O

—
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Question # F4: The federal government should assume full responsibility for
welfare costs, freeing state and local funds for public school support. (Agree)

Percent

Y,
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U  N.R. 1
'%
New England.....covvuvivuenniiinsinnnnes 40 60 30 10 0 ;
Middle Atlantic............... e 52 60 15 21 4
Great Lakes.....ovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin, 39 69 15 16 0 f
Southeast........... et Cereieenas 85 53 24 22 1 f
Plains....cvviivieiiieninnrisianniinsans 55 47 35 16 2 ;
Southwest....... Ceieeaas e ceens 27 59 26 15 0 f
Mountain.....eeeevevenen A £ 61 19 20 0 4
Far West....oovevvnnnens e 34 65 23 12 0 3
RESPONSES BY POSITION ‘
State GOVETNOT. . evuvrvrennnnns s e 33 70 21 9 0 :
State Legislator.......vvvvvvunns Ceee e 86 68 20 12 0
Chief State School Officer.........vvvus 41 54 22 24 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 63 17 15 5
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 38 21 41 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 61 23 16 0
P.T.A Representative.....cvvvvinvnnnens 40 52 32 16 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)..... . 36 S0 . 36 14 0
Federal Official.......covvvvnnnnnnnn . 14 29 29 28 14
TOTAL RESPONSES i vvuiivisnnen e ivniinnnisinans 368 58 24 17 1
Note:
A = Agree
= Disagree
" = Indecided
JH.R, = Noa Response ;ﬁ«wﬁ?g)
488-446 O -72 -6




Questiop ﬁFS:_ The federal government should share its revenues with states
apd.mun1c;pa11t1es for general governmental purposes, including, but not
limited to, education. (Agree)

Percent

RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U
New England......coovimeenncinnnnnnnnnnn 40 72 12 13 °
Middle At1antiC....eneeeneeiiuiesseeennn 52 -8 6 8
Great LaKeS.....oovevoenenonneenes A 39 77 13 10
Southeast......oovvvirenenanas e 85 67 11 21
P LAATIS e+ s veeeeeeeeaeene e aeeeeeeaaneens 55 71 13 12
Southwest.:....ocouveinenriiiiiiieien, 27 ‘ 67 22 11
Mountain.......oeeeteroannaenssannn eees .36 , 72 14 14

Far West........ e i e et 34 70_ 21 6

RESPONSES BY POSITION

D .= ;Disagreé> Av'fﬁ
'ilf = ‘Jlndgqided_

IR, = No Response . 80

Stﬁte GOVernor......... e e ieeeaaas e 33 v 79 12 . 9
State Legislator...... P . 86 . 65 19 13
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 83 . 7 . .10
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 . . 63 13 . .24 '
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 . 66 14 17
‘State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 77 -9 14
PLT.A Represehtativg..,:,.......g;{ ..... 40 75 18 . 5. .
" Pres. StateLTeacheré"Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 .75 ‘8, 17
Federal Officiali.....iv...eu.n. L. 14 93 0 . 0
TOTAL RESPONSES. ... e.vvrnissnneunsns Ve ...368 72 13 13 .
\ .
the;
.;':Agreé~

- N.R.

————
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o o w o©

N ©°o N O w»

A ———




Question # F6: The federal government should contribute toward the cost
of education for all children and youth, including those attending
church-related and other non-profit schools. (Disagree)

Percent

RESPONSES BY REGION | - No. A D U NR
 New England...........n: ST 40 25 57 18 0
Middle ATLaNTiC.. ... .eiesiouearennnneens 52 34 56 8 2
Great LakeS.....eoovcorennecnnnnnnconenns 39 20 - 72 8. 0
Southeast.....ooeeoesuss eeeieeeee e 85 7 78 14 1
Plaimns. .. coeveeeiosonssidanaasosasssssnnnn 55 5 80 13 2
Southwest........ e e nesiase et 27 7 71 22 0
Mountain.......... S J 36 19 70 11 0.
Far WesSt.. . v oesncecoussssnassanssoaonnes 34 ... 23 73 4 0
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVETMOT ... s s veiliueeeveern nnens 33 30 37 30 3
State Legislator.............. e e . 86 .. 18 66 16 0
Chief State School Officer....... A TRS B 120 78 .10 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin......... 46 |, 6 8 9 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29. - .31 .66 T3 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43+ oo 1L "84. 5 . . .0
P.TiA Representative........ R 777 16 .0 -
‘Pres. State Teachérs' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36. . 8 .8 . -3 - 3.
Federal Officiai:ceveeeievevnses SIRNPUY 14 64 . 1415 1T
TOTAL RESPONSES  + «v s+ s e aiinennnannnsessenc368 17 70 1200 1
Note:

S "';_":’:ij'p;leCi'dt:evd

N.R. = No Response’ :.

itk




N
|
|
|

: Question # F7: The federal government should assume primary responsibility
T for financing and coordinating research and development for education. (Agree)
!
Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U NR
New England.....ooeeoivvnnnernnnecnnacns 40 77 12 8 3
Middle Atlantic....ccvevevcevnsnnocennsn 52 65 27 2
Great LakesS....ccovevsevennrnoscnvoccees 39 . 51 41 8 0 ;
Southeast..... e e reeerie e 85 . 55 34 11 0 -
Plains..................i ............... 55 . 53 40 7 0
SOULhWESTt . e vt ot vt vversesrvsocusnsrtocsoses 27 63 18 19 0
Mountain.....oeovoneevoees EEEEERERREREEE 36 .47 42 8 3
Far West....veeoovovsrsnossroossaocensos 34 56 26 18 0
RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVETNOT. .. cvorevs eveeeree s P 33 58 24 15 3
State LegiSlator. ¢ o0 . R IR B B N 86 R 45 42 ] 12 . 1
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 L7127 0 2.0 .
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ a6 . 67 ¢ 247 . 9 0.
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 .. 38 48 . 14, - 0
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43f o  ',56. - 35, 9 .0 -
POTA _Repre‘sentat:/i;ve .................... 40 70 - 20 .. .10 0
pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 - - - 61 28 11 0.
Federal Official......:ic.vuven e e 4 . 79 14 .0 7.
TOTAL RESPONSES: .+« svvvvnsicieenns eeeie...368 58 31 10 e

s

Note:

A = ’Agree .' S

R

= Disagree
W = Undecided’ .




Que§tion # F8: The federal government should aid states in financing
retirement for public school teachers. (Disagree)
Percent
1
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D U  NR. 1
New England.....coovvvvvieneecnnnennonns 40 45 37 18 0
Middle Atlantic.....cvvvvivvnancnnananns 52 33 48 17 2
Great LakeS.....coieveevucenn RN 39 33 49 18 0
SOULhEASt . vvvseveevtstsasosonssostosesns 85 37 47 15 1
Plains . .o vveenrrnrereoansranerornnnnnens 55 27 64 9 0
Southwest.......... A S 27 30 48 22 0
T oT00 1% oF- & 1 1 A S A ) 36 33 53 14 0
Far WeSt..oeeiiivrosoooneasosotacrsoscnns 34 41 38 18 3
RESPONSES BY POSITION
SEALE GOVETNOT ... vrrereneovrnenensons .. 33 36 46 18 0
State Legislator......cocuvevnvnenns vees 86 26 56 18 0
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 41 49 10 0 é
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 41 37 20 2 :
" Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 24 66 10 0 |
_ State Schoo’- Board Member (NASBE)?..;... 43 ‘ 23 68" 9 0 ;
P.T.A Representative............. evee.. 40 28 43 27 2
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 72 2 6. 0
. Federal Officiali....... e e 14 29 43 - 21 7.
_ TOTAL RESPONSES.....0iveeeesvn. e eiieeii...368 . 35 48 16 1
N fé{i‘ y

A= Agree . .
“- Disagree

~_lindecided =

“ No Respoms2 . .
. . D .’1“1'




Question # F9: There should be a national retirement system for public
school teachers. (Disagree)

Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION | No. A D U N.R.
New England........cciiiieiiiiinnennens 40 35 47 18 0
Middle Atlantic.......ciiiiiiiieininnannn 52 19 56 19 6.
Great LakesS.....ciiiiiininerioncitionnnnes 39 25 49 26 0
Southeast....viviiiieiiiiiieinnenannnnnns 85 14 64 20 2
Plains...iveiiiniiiiiiiitstsencnetoncnnns 55 27 69 4 U
SOUthWeSt . vt i teiiennsanrannns e e e 27 .22 52 26 0
Mountain........... i teieeieeeaiaieaeaa: 36 25 61 14 0
CFAE WEST e iveneeneaneeeeesnnnneonnesonnns 34 27 41 29 3 .-
RESPONSES BY POSITION :
State. GOVETTIOT . « vt vt eeenennnccnenncnnnns 33 15 64 21 0 ’;
State Legislator........cciieviiiinnnnn, 86 .15 70 13 2 \
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 . .22 58 20 0 21}
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 6 - 37 37 0 4 ';
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 ‘ 14 62 24 0 . 9
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 7 79 14 0 :
P.T.A Representative.................... 40 30 42 . .. 25 3
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 . 53 33 14 0
Federal Official...... e iieee e e 14 21 43 . 29 7
TOTAL RESPONSES .« .+« cvvnunrensrnnnnen. ei....368 .23 57 18 . 2
Nobte:' o ?
=, _Agreé. - :
+# 7D = Disagree ... . % o
w7 :undecided B e
IR, = No Response - e S
| veq




]
Question ¥ F10: As a condition for receiving federal general purpose grants-
3 in-aid for public schools, the state should be required to adopt a plan which
3 assures that all public schools in the state will be adequately supported.
(Disagree)
f ]
:
! Percent
RESPONSES BY REGION No. A D u N.R.
New England. ...eocessemeeeerersrmtonts 40 77 10 10 - 3
Middle Atlantic...............; ......... 52 75 8 15 2
~ Great LaKeS....coesveerssssososrststotts 39 69 15 13 3
{
S 85 68 19 12 1
PLAINS e e v esvrnrsmrmmnrsses s s st e tnnts 55 64 20 7 9
5 SOULRWES T« v e s e eesanmsnnssmmssinssstes 27 78 15 7 0
MOURCARTL s < v v e s nsuonesensses st s m sty 36 72 20 8 0
Far WEST.ovensansensssmnsensssstontsts 34 82 9 3 6
ﬁ RESPONSES BY POSITION
] State GOVETMOL...cevessrseessrs st tinss 33 67 18 9 6 .
State Legisllator.' ....... R .. 86 64 20 13 3
Chief State School OFficeT .« vovevonrenes 41 76 17 5
pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46 87 4 9 0
Pres. State Assoc. of ‘Sch. Boards.....: .29 -~ '59 10 28 -3
State School Board Member (NASBE) .. ... a3 - 747 197 . 5 2
P.T.A Representative.......ceex=” e 40 80 18 0
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)..... L 36 78 11 8 3
Federal OFFLCIAL.vernninnmenmnsrmsssess 4. - 57 7 29 7
TOTAL RESPONSES .+« versenssssssssssssss ..368 92 15 10 <3
Note
A = Agree -
D = Disagréé »
S s yndecided - ' —
o= No Response 85
ST




Question # F1]1:

RESPONSES BY REGION

New England........covuven eeeet et ean s
Middle Atlantic....coviiiivnvanrnanvnnns
Great LakeS...vivivviiiininenrniannannns
SOULhEAST . v vvvvvervneennsnnnennnns e
Plains. . vvivieeierieenecosisiansestvnsans
Southwest. ... .vviieeeintiinranetinansaas
Mountain.....ovviieiiinetnienntinannnans
Far West. ... iiieiieiniintiinennanans

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVETMOT . v vt ereeitrerroeoenrsonss
State Legislator.....ccvtiientinannanans
Chief State School Officer..............
Pres. State Assoc. of S(:h; Admin........
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards.......
State School Board Member (NASBE).......
P.T.A Representative..... P
Pres. State Teachers' Ass.(:ic.' (NEA) ......
Federal Official......... e e

" TOTAL RESPONSES......cvveuon. e

= Agreé
= Disagx_'eé }
= "llndec"‘ided_

~ No Respense

(Agree)

>

62
79
51
45
47
52
56
70

70
43
49
54

48
61

70
70
72

57

. The federal government, in order to insure equality of
oppox.'tunlty regardless of the wealth of a student's parents, race,

h::mdu.:aps, or geographical location, should withdraw federal funds from
districts not supplying this equality of opportunity.

Percent

=

17
10
23
35
25
37
25
15

18
30
39
20
38
23
18

24

=4

N © O O N O N n

N.O N O & NN S~ O




Question # F12: The U.S. Office of Education should decentralize its

elementzry and secondary school programs to regional offices.

RESPONSES BY REGION No
New England.....ccovviienenninnnnnnnonns 40
“Middle ATlantiC........oevveeeneinnnn, 52
Great LakesS....covvrvenneecresncocencnens 39
SOULREASTL . v vvveveerenessroonsasoassonns 85
PlainsS . ceseernreeessrecasossoesasnssonses 55
SOULMWES L . ii v evtveeeorosarssssntosansrns 27
MOUNLAIM. it iiteiereronenanasasasannes 36
FAr WeSt...veeeeersenaesotocsntoronansos 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVeINOY . ... cotteettacaasoeecsnnan 33
State Legislator......cceeivevecnnennenns 86
Chief State School Officer..........c... 4]
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
P.T.A Representative.........ceouvuianns 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official..........coeeiiinnnnns 14

TOTAL RESPONSES......oovvvievrennnnnss, L2368

Note:

A- = Agree

D = Disagree

N = Undecided

No Response

j>

55
40
43

43
56
47
56

70
53
24
59
45

49
48

42
36

49

(Agree)
Percent
b U
17 28
23 35
26 31
21 26
33 24
15 29
22 28
12 32
6 21
13 34
56 20
28 13
24 31
9 42
25 25
22 36
21 36
22 28

N O N O O O © O w

O »i © O =~ O N ©
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Question #F13§: Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schoois
should be designed to equalize educational programs and services among
states. (Yes)

RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No N.R.
New Engiand....coveernnnnnnnencnnnnnnenn 40 92 8 0
Middle AtlanticC.....cevvnnenessnnannasnn 52 90 8 2
Great LakeS.....oeovesninnssnsnnnnsnnnes 39 74 23 3
SOULREASE. + v v veesvnrrnsnseoerssnnnnanans 85 79 16 5.
PlainsS.. . ioeessrecasstsrttsnansaserronenn 55 76 22 2
Southwest........ceeeee i rasererae e 27 92 4 4.
MOUNEin. «ovivirenrnnrataserinanens RN 36 72 28 0
Far WEeSt..u.veeessnssrassssnsassasannecs 34 79 15 €

RESPONSES BY POSITION

PPROHRC SR Pl

State GOVernor........ ieeaaara s 33 79 21 0
State Legislator.....covvevirenecinennnn 86 76 23 - 1
Chief State School Officer........cvvvnn 41 - 90 -5 5
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ 4 - 8 15 0
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 83 17 0
State School Board Menber (NASBE)....... 43 67 2% ;
P.T.A. Representative......eeevecevensns 40 : 85 Co 8 7
Preé. ‘State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36 = 92 ' "0
Federal Official...... e r et 14 93 -0 7
TOTAL RESPONSES. ... viveseinensnensnnns \...368 81 16 3
N.R. = No Response |




Question #F13b:

Federal aids for pubiic rlementary and secondary schools

should be designed to equalize salaries of school employees among states.

(No)

RESPONSES BY REGION No.
New England......oovevivvneenenennacnnns 40
Middle AtlanticC......covivvneveennsencens 52
Great Lakes.....coo00.nn Ry 39
Southeast. .. cvviveitrinorioreserorennnns 85
o 1 1 -2 55
SOULRWES . v et evenerennnesoanonsoannsnes 27
Mountain.....coiiviniennernnnnrnnnncenns 36
Far West.....iiiiennrnonvenecnnensnnonns 34

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State GOVEINOT .. v vuvvurerroronrsnnsrnns 33
State Legislator.......... e eeeeesea e 86
Chief State School Officer.............. 41
Pres. State Assoc. Qf Sch. Admin........ 46
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29

. .State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43
P.T.A. Representative............. SN 40
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)...... 36
Federal Official....... e EEEEE RO 14

TOTAL RESPONSES. ..+ vvveerecnreenneneennen. 368

‘N.R. = Nb Resbpnse .

Yes

23
10
15
29
22
33
11
21

18

20
15

37
21

23

39

21

70
81
85
59
74
63
83
56

76
69

.80 -
59
. 76

86

"§5=37 

6

79

71

4

12

23

11

12

21
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Question # F13c: Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schools
should be designed to encourage state and/or local financial support for
public schools by relating federal grants to school tax effort. (Yes)

RESPONSES BY REGION No. Yes No N.R.
New England....cocevnenonnrnnnnnneenenns 2V 73 25 2
Middle Atlantic..... Cheesetareareenanas 52 81 10 9
Great LaKeS..:oiverearranessnansasenanns 39 87 10 3
SOULhEASE. . vvrsreassssssssssssnsesnnas 85 79 14 7 3
PlainS. .eeeveesnrsossnsosassassassossasns 55 75 16 9 :
SOULRWEST . e veavessssossaassasosssoassans 27 74 26 0
MOUNEAIN. ¢« veeesnnsostrrasaseststnsaneen 36 75 19 6
Far WeSt..oveeeosonsasassssasossanssasos 34 76 15 9

RESPONSES BY POSITION

State GOVEIrnor.....eeeu: T 33 85 ) 15 . 0
State LegisSlator...cvvieversesnssecienns 86 67 20 .13
Chief State School Officer.............. 41 78 20 2
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch’ Admin........ a6 - 83 15 '
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards....... 29 79 17
State School Board Member (NASBE)....... 43 72 23
P.T.A. Representative............. e 40 75 13 12
Pres. State Teachers' Assoc. (NEA)....... 36 92 - ... 5
Federal Official.......... SO Lo la 93 , 0

TOTAL RESPONSES .. s+ v evvecnssineenssnnessens %8 78 16 6

N.R. = No Responée




£y

N.R. = N6 Résponse

State Legislator......cvvvvvnnneinnnane, 86
Chief State School Officer.............. 41
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Admin........ a6
Pres. State Assoc. of Sch. Boards;;...‘,x29
Sfate School Board Member (NASBE); ...... 43
" P.T.A. Representative.........ir........ 40
Pres.:State Teéchers' Assoc. (NEA)}....‘ 36
Federal foiciai;...; ........... e 14
TOTAL RESPONSES.. ... .uevessseneeennenns. V..368

Yes

78
83
90
94
89
96
89
85

94
81

-7 90

91
90

a1
o

o
o

. 88

15

Question #F13d: Federal aids for public elementary and secondary schools
should be designed to make payments to school districts to compensate for
federal tax-exempt property. (Yes)
;
3
f |
RESPONSES BY REGION No.
¥ .
New England................, e .. 40
Middle AtlanticC....coovuioivonrenrenennns 52
Great‘Lakes...... ....................... 39
SOULhEASEt . v evenrenrrrennnensnnennnss 85
Plaihs ............ e Cee e eri i eaae 55
SOUthWESE. . vivviiirion it itonnsnnnnnnas 27
Mountain........oovveunnn esesssanananen 35
Far West......oooviiiiiniineneinnieennnas 34
RESPONSES BY POSITION

11

22
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Question # F14: The federal share of the cost of public schools should be
increased (or. decreased) until the federal contribution reaches an optimum

of ___% of the total cost. (Insert preferred percent.)
No. of

RESPONSES BY REGION Responses Mean Minimum Maximum
New England.......ovvvvoenenanenens 29 38% 25% 75%
Middle AtlanticC......... PP 38 33 10 66
Great LaKeS...coeeesasooonsonsosans 30 28 0 50
SoutheasSt..oeeeesreooosos Ciheeeeaens 60 34 100 .
PlainS . .eeoeeeeorsssosososnssosonss 42 28 50
SOULhWESt . v v eevesrs ssvosstsasooens 18 36 20 60
Mountain...eeeeeuees e reseeeensnaes 21 28 0 50
Far WeSt..oeeevevosoosoossonnns vesess 24 36 0 70

Column Medians.....c.oeeees e eeeestene et esens 33% 4% 63%

RESPONSES BY POSITION
State COVEINOT ««vevrosvasssnnsnsons 26 30% 8% 50%
State Legislator.......cecevveveenes . 52 31 0 75
Chief State School Officer........ . 33 31 10 50
Pres. State Assoc.of Sch. Admin.... 38 34 0 50
Pres. State Assoc.of Sch. Boards... 18 25 50
State School Board Member (NASBE).. 30 34 2 70
P.T.A. Representative.............. 24 38 10 100
Pres. State Teachers'Assoc. (NEA).. 34 37 25 75
Federal OFficial.eceseeeesescenenns 7 28 15 40

COLUMN MEDIANS ... cvvveoonssecoosannns fesserecaaanes 32% 10% 50%
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STATE OF DELAWARE
ExXEcuTivE DEPARTMENT

RUSSELL W, PRTERSON DOVER
CUOVERNOR .

Sent to selected list.

July 2, 1971 ' : : Letters sent out after
July 9 were written over
Governor Robert Scott's
signature (N.C.), new
chairman of ECS

The Education Camission of the States is conducting a special project
for the President's Commission on School Finance. This project is known as %
Intergovernmental Relations and the Governance of Education and is:' intended to
probe problems and issues in education as they relate to the interrelationships i
of federal, state and local governments in their educational endeavors.

As a part of this project, there will be a conference held at Jacksn
Lake Lodge, Wyaming, August 9, 10 and 11 for the purpose of brlnglng together
a select, diverse group of pecple responsible for and interested in education,
including federal officials, governors, legislators, educators and lay citizens.
Because of your demonstrated interest, knowledge and background in the field of
education finance and as one who is vitally ooncerned with its future in America,
it is my pleasure as Chairman of the Education Camnission of the States to
extend to you an invitation to attend this oconference.

Funds are available for the project to pay all of your expenses, and the
billing procedure at the Lodge is such that we can also extend this invitation
to your spouse at no cost for lodging. Transportation and meals for your spouse
must, necessarily, be at your expense.

It is intended that the meeting will begin at approximately 3 p.m. on the
9th and adjowrn at 12 nomn on the 11lth. This Schedule will allow ample leeway
for those of you who will be coming by air transportation. Frontier Airlines
has a number of direct flights fram both Denver and Salt Lake City to Jackson
Hole. L

For the purposes of logistics and planning time, may I urge you to make
your decision concerning your attendance at this conference known.as soon as
possible to Dr. Russell 3. Vlaanderen, Director of Research, ECS, 1860 Lincoln
Street, Suite 300, Denver, Colorado 80203.

P ¥ - ‘ Sincerely,

GRussctl W T

Russell W. Peterson, Chairman
Educatlon Oamussmn of the States

El{llC RP:vir 9{4 "
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EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
307  Lincoln Tower, 1860 Lincoln Stree?

Dervver, Colorodo 80203 — 303 - 255-3631

ATTENDANCE LIST

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS AND THE GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATION, a project of
the Education Commission of the States under contract to the President's

Commission on School Finance.
9-11, 1971.

D - Delegate

Dr. Richard E. Ando, President
Hawaii State Board of Education
Post Office Box 2360

Honolulu, Hawaii 96804

The Honorable Reubin Askew
‘Governor of Florida -
State Capitol
Tallahassee, Florida 32304
The Honorable Manny S. Brown
State Representative
State Capitol
Madison, Wisconsin 53702
The Honorable Gilbert: Bursley
State Senator '

State Capitol

Lansing, Michigan

Dr. Alan Campbell

Professor of Political Science and
Dean of the Maxwell Graduate School
of Citizenship and Pub11c Affa1rs

Syracuse University = - '

Syracuse, New York 13210

Dr. Roald Campbell

Fawcett Professer of Educatmnal
Administration

Ohio State Un1vers1ty

29 West Woodruff Avenue:

Columbus, Ohio 43210

‘Mr. Robert Cavanaugh - :

President, Pennsylvanla Federat1on
of Teachers :

1930 Chestnut Street-

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ' 19103 -

485-448 0 - 72 - 7

P - President's Commission

" Rural Route 1.

.Los_ Angeles, Ca11fom1a

- Conference at Jackson Hole, Wyoming, August

C - Consultant S - ECS Staff

Mr. James M. Connor

Chairman, State Board of Education
P. 0. Box 544 ‘
Kingstree, South Carolina -} 20556
Mr. Earl Denton

c¢/o Dr. Erick Lindman

1397 Monument Street o
Pacific Pa11sades, Ca11forn1a 90272
Mr. Clifford Dochterman

Director of Pub11c Relat1ons

ECS : L

Mr. William J. Edgar

Superintendent of Schools

Havemeyer Building

P. 0. Box 292 ~
Greenwich, Connecticut 06830
Mr. James Falcon

Project Monitor

President's Commission on School F1nance

1016 Sixteenth Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20036

The Honorable Charles Grassley
State Representative
New Hartford, Iowa 14850
Dr. Byron Hansford -
Executive Secretary

Council of Chief State’ School 0ff1cers

1201 S1xteenth Street, NW '
Washmgton, D. C. 20036

Dr. Georg1anna Hardy
President

California School Boards Assoc1at10n, Inc.

450 North Grand Avenue
90054
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Dr. Ernest W. Horn

President

Indiana State Teachers Association
420 Pleasant Ridge Road

R. R. 12, Box 6

Bloomington, Indiana 47401

Mr. Norman Karsh

Executive Director

President's Commission on School Finance
1016 Sixteenth Street, NW '
Washington, D. C. 20036

The Honorable Thomas Laierne
State Senator

State Capitol

Albany, New York 12224

Dr. Erick Lindman :

Professor of Education, UCLA

1397 Monument Street L Lo
Pacific Pa11sades, California 90272

Mr. Robert H. McBr1de

Pre51dent State Board of Educatlon
1500 Spring Lane :
Wilmington, Delaware 19801

Mr. Robert McCall
Deputy Director, ECS

Mr. Paul A. Miller .
Superintendent of Schools
230 East 9th Street .
C1nc1nnat1, Ohio 45202

The Honorable Mary L. Nock .
State Senator

" P. 0. Box 488

Salisbury, Maryland 21801'._‘1.’,? .

Mr. James Phelps L

Office of the Governor

State Capitol : L
Lansing Michigan 48903 =

Mrs. B. Glenn Prentice

President, New Mexico. PTA,' ,
8109 Connectlcut N. E. - ..
Albuquerque New Mex1co 87IIOﬂ

Dr. Wayne 0. Reed

Associate Commissioner for . . . .
“Federal-State Relatlons USOh

400. Maryland Avenue, SW. . = . ...

» Washmgton, D. C. ‘20202 (

.Cov1ngton, Kentucky ' 41015

. Mrs. DOI‘lS Ross

Secretary to Dr Vlaanderen

-ECS

Dr. Paul B. Salmon

Executive Secretary

American Association of School
Administrators

11201 Sixteenth Street, NW

Washington, D. C. 200 36

Dr. William J. Sanders
Commissioner - of Education
State Office Building

P. 0. Box 2219

Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Mr. Charles B. Saunders, Jr.

Deputy Commissioner of Education
for External Relations

USOE :

400 Maryland Avenue :

Washington, D. C. 20202

Mrs.” Robert G. Scholze

President

Pennsylvania PTA

424 Wedgewood Drive : Co
Lower Burrell, Pennsylvania 15068

Mrs. Helen B. Ure

Chairman, State Board of Educat1on .
3105 Imperial Street o

Salt Lake City, Utah .84106

Dr. Russell B. Vlaanderen
D1rector of Research, ECS

,Mr A Terry Weathers

President, New York State School Boards
Association : -

315.Staples Street

Farmingdale, New York . 11735 .

.Dr. liareld V. Webh

Executive Director

National School, Boards Assoc1at10n
1233 Central Street

Evanston, I1linois - 60201

Mrs. George E. White
President, Kentucky PTA ‘
4405 Church Street .




D Mr. Norval D. Wildman
President
Idaho School Trustnes Association
First Federal Savings and Loan
P. 0. Box 970 '
Burley, Idaho 83318

D Miss Lois Wilson
New York State Teachers Association
152 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12210

D Dr. John O. Wilson
Assistant Director
0ffice of Planning, Research and Evaluation
0EQ
L 1200 19th Street, NW
Washmgton, D. C. . 20506

D Mr. Robert H. Woodruff R
Superintendent, School DlS*{'; \‘: 5
216 North G. Street

Aberdeen, Washington 985?0
;
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EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
Lincoln Tower, 1860 Lincoin Strest
Denver, Colorado 80203 — 303 - 255-3631

!
T0: ~ Conference Participahts
FROM: >Russell B. Vlaandereh,{ ‘__ﬁ.'rect‘or-of Researéh -
 DATE: July 30, 1971 : |
Intergovernmental Relations aﬁd “tl;e : G‘overnance of

SUBJECT:
' Education Conferenc
August 9-11, 1971

Thank you for accepting the inv
of the States to attend the con
and the Governance of Education.

e at Jackson Lake Lodge, Wyoming,

itation of the Education Commission
ference on Intergovernmental Relations

I am sure that your presence, your

ideas, and your suggestions will contribute materially to the report

which ECS will present to the President'

s Commission on School Finan-e.

Enclosed are an agenda and a general information sheet. All other
materials will be issued at the conference. | I am looking forward to
working with you. :

S RBV:idr

Enclosures
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S . EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE- swrts
‘ y. o . Lincoln Tower, 1860 Lincoin Street
' 5 Denver, Colomdo80203—303 285.2631

Conference on

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS AND THE GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATI(N

A Pro;ect of ,
'I'he Educat1on Comnission of the States

under‘contract to
The President's Commission on School Finance

August 9-11, 1971 ~ Jackson Lake Lodge, Wyoming

GEMERAL INFORMATION .

Dress: Dress for all occasions will be informal, in keeping
with the relaxed Western atmosphere of Jackson Hole.
Coats and ties may be worn, but they certainly are
not obl1gatory :

Meals: The Monday ' evenmg banquet is the only organized meal
function. .All other meals may be eaten in the dining
room at your convenience.

E)_(Benses: ' The conference budget \ull cover a11 meals, lodg1ng,

.. .. and transportation for official delegates Meals for
spouses should be paid by each .individual (except the
banquet). There will be no separate charges for room
‘accomodations for spouse. . Delegates' meals and lodging
may be signed to the conference master account by

' -wr1t1ng "ECS Master Account" after your signature.

Admn1strat1on Any questmns about the program or arrangements
‘should be directed to. :

T
]

. "Dr. Russell B. Vlaanderen
Director of Rescarch =
. Education Commissmn of the States
1860 Lincoln, Suite 300
Denver, Colorado . 80203
(303) 893-5200 T

CONFERENCE MATERIALS

Conference mater1als may be p1cked up in Room C on Monday, August’9,
200to400pm ‘ s
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EDUCATION COMMISS!ON OF THE STATES
Lincoin Tower,. 1060 Lincoln Street
Demer Colomdo 00203 D 303 255—3631

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RBLATIONS AND THE GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATION

A ProJect of ECS under Contract to R | iv'ri\f |
THE PRESIDENT'S CGMISSION ON SCHOOL FINANCE

August 9-11, 1971 ‘.Oonference Jackson Lake Lodge, Nyo.

gust 9

: 4:00 Orientation and Review of Conference Object:wes Room C
¢ Or. Erick Lindman, Professor of Education, lCl.A

5:00 Free IR

6:30 'Cocktail Reception (spouses mvited)

bt

©7:30 ‘.'Banquet (spouses invited)

August 10

8:00 l\reakfast -,-‘on your own.

9:00 : General Session -- Background Information
' " Room'C == Presentations ‘by: ,
* Dr.-Alan CFbell ‘Profossor of Political
"*Science and Dean of the Maxwell Graduate
* School of Citizenship and Public Affairs \ o
. ~ at Syracuse University, New York : ‘ Sy
%+ Dr. Roald C%bell ‘Pawcett Professor of .
©- 77 Educational nistration at Ohio State -
o »;\University, Colunbus Ohio IR

10:30 .Group Meetings R ' i co
12:00° "Lunch - on your own . |
1:30-5300 "Group Meetings continued N |

. Dinner -- on your own’ f o
N = .

\ . . .
| \Aug_u_s t nm
9‘05- o _Group Meetings | | |
: 1000 _ v~v:?General Session - Reports and Discussionil-
o , ‘_: .‘ 1200 , -,Adjoum“nt | o RN ,
CRBVir /2871 SR




. AMERICAN FEDERALISM AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Frlck L. Lindman -

)

Responsibilities assigned.to each level of government, and to units within
those levels in the American federal system, are continuously changing. fThese
changes are usually due to (1) an expansion of the role of‘government, bringing
with it additional duties to be assigned to existingfgovernmental agencies, or
(2) a search for more effective governmental serV1ces by transferr1ng functions.

from.-one level or unit to another.
Both of these factors are present in recent efforts to re- allocate educatlonal
} .
responslb111t1es among the three levels of government. The scope of educatlonal

services offered at publlc expense is 1ncreas1ng, and so is the number of years

of schoollng of each succeedlng generatlon of students.. Thls expan51on, both in |
the scope of educatlonal serV1ces and in the number of students served leads |
1nev1tably to problens 1n the allocatlon of add1t10nal respon51b111t1es among the |

three levels of government.

,;/Z'J/- I B . R

lf there were general satlsfactlon W1th the present leadersh1p and legal

o

control of publ1c schools, the problem would be essent1ally one of ra1s1ng addltlonal
o , N R/ EN

- money. Unfortunately, the money-ralstng problem is compllcated by w1despread dlS-

e

’satlsfactlon W1th the effect1veness of publlc schools, lead1ng to a tendency to

R v,.v i

search for greater effectlveness by transferr1ng control of school programs to i

v
"

dlfferent levels of government. "f _ ’wf

The legal structure of Amerlca s publlc schools reflects a be11ef that re-

“ g . 1, ORI BT R PR . ey s

lspons1b111ty for levylng school taxes can be lodged at the state or Federal level

'.whlle control of publlc schools rema1ns local ThlS propos1t1on, ba51c to arguments'

*for state and Federal general support for locally controlled pub11c schools, has‘

= TN

.
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'school tax base caused by Federal ownershlp of tax-exempt property

lost much of its support during recent years because of persistent criticism of
the effectiveness of public;schools. This lack of confidence in public schools
has led to groater”program-controls, exercised through categorical aids, for
selected facets of.the”publlc‘school_program.

Under these conditions, control ofkpublic schools is likely to gravitate to
the level of‘government which has the greatest capacity to levy and_collect taxes.
While capacity to raise>money is one factor which should be considered ln Te-
assigning educational responsibilitles to each level of government, there are
three others which are important: | |

1. Its historic role in the field offeducation.
ﬁ. Its aptitude for discharging educational“functions.
3. Its dependence upon education for dlscharglng its non-

"educational function.
The d1V1slon of educatlonal responslb111t1es between local and state govern-

l

ments is we?l establlshed and need not be repeated here -- except to polnt out

that state governments, over the years havr accepted more and more responslb111ty

- ,r
\..

for publlc school operat1on and flnance.
Y

The Federal role, however, is chang1ng Early in the hlstory of the Republlc,

)

national 1eaders were. enthuslastlc advocates of the cause of educatlon but re-

\\.- B ‘

sponslb111ty for actlon was generally left to the states. ' 0ver the years, howeve-,
Federal actlon became more spec1f1c. In addltlon to advocat1ng better educatlon,
the Federal Government has sought to compensate, in varlous ways, for def1c1enc1es

:,in the school tax base. The or1g1na1 pub11c school land grants proV1ded the nest

| egg for state support for local pub11c schools. More recent1y, Federal a1d to 3‘,

,‘ N

nFederally-affected school d1str1cts sought to compensate for def1c1enc1es in the

A ‘. o 3
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TSimel Tl

Another type of Federal participation in public education began with»the '
enactment of the Morrill Act 1n 1862, providing land grants for state colleges
of agriculture and mechanical art ThlS first ‘of the categorical aids had a

two-fold purpose: (1) To aid the states in establishing state colleges of agri-

culture and'mechanicalkarts;‘and (2) Ig_aid the FederalfGovernment by strengthening

agriculture and trainingiofficers for the U.S. Army.

| Most subsequent categor1ca1 aids sought to aid the states in f1nane1ng ‘some
facet of educatlon which aided the- Federal Government in ach1eV1ng a national

goal. Thus, Federal aid for vocatlonal education aids state- financed public schools
to broaden thelr curricula and also aids the Federal Government in pursuing its

goal of full employment.

In addition to grants-in-aid to improve selected facets of education, the. )
Federal Government has contributed funds for the education of;individuals for whom
it accepts responsibi{ity. Illustrationsnof this type-of-school aid are funds for
the education of.native Indian children and for;the G. I. Bill. " ﬁnder such -a
kprogram, the Federal‘éovernment‘does not seek to aid selected school programs, or

- compensate for deficiencies in the school tax base. Instead, it recognizes an. S

':1obli§ation to a person. This form of Federal aid for education is often regarded

as precedent for the voucher plan, since the aid is directed to a person and not
to an educational .institution.
&ﬁ St111 another form of Federal aid to educatlon seeks to 1mprove the methods

: andxtechnology of educatlon. The 1867 Act - cre at1ng the U S. Offlce of. Educatlon,'

_d1rected it to. dlffuse "such 1nformatlon respectlng the organlzataon and management
of schools and school systems, and methods o: teachlng as shall a1d the people of
,the Un1ted States in the establlshment of eff1c1ent school systems, and otherw1se

.1

promote the cause ot educatlon.? Although thlS leglslatlve mandate is more than

"
i




one-hundred years old, only in recent years has the Federal Government provided
significant amounts of money and specific authonzatlon for rescarch and develop-
ment work to aid the people of the United Stat’es in the estabhshment of efficient
school systems. This role for the Fedefal Gov’érnmerit"'has received increased
acceptance in recent years, partly because w:.despread cr1t1c1sm of public schools

has indicated a need for mprovement, and partly because it would be an obvious .

duplication of effort for each school district, or each state, to research problens

of common concern to.all schoolAdistricts,a.rll‘d all states.
- To summarize, Federal activities in th"é‘field of education have been designed
to accomplish five purposes | |
1. To improve selected facets of the educatmnal program,
. especially -those,-‘programs _and,yservn.ces which contnbute o
directly to national goals, such as full eﬁ\ﬁloyment;
2. To .educate individuals for whom the Federal Government
accepts reSponsiBi lity.
- 3.. To improve the methods and technology of education.
4. To compensate for déficiencies in the school tax base.
S. To finance suitable school programs for all children
~and youth.
Nith few exceptions, the Federal Government has sought ‘to accomplish these
purposes without .diréctly operating schools or colleges. ‘It has, instead, used

an .increasing number of ‘grants-in-aid. Conditions imposed upon the use of these

funds has led, in some instances, to ''role conflicts' with state and local

governments.

B oo




The Local-State-‘-lEevderal partnership for edt:x‘cation"'requires, a cooperative
arrangement in whic‘h';each partner assumes responsibilities consistent with its
special streng.th:vs'.‘ This is, of course, the goal to be sought. But for the
pértnership ;o be effective, there must be. ground ruies for cooperation. .

To develop such ground rules,v it is necessary to identify rather preci‘sely
the difficul'ties encountered i)y each partner, especially by the local school agency
which must accept contribuﬁibns from the other two partners anci créaté a funétioning

educational system.

Parfnefship Problems

“. Local school boards and their admli.nistratiV'e"staffs have’ expressed concern
‘about "federal crash programs" ‘deScehding- upon fhén’x without time to prefaare budgets,
to find spéce, or employ specialized personnel. They have also been concerned .
about maintaining a balanced educational program in their commﬁnities in the face
of fiscal incentives to divert resources to Federally-aided activities. 'They have
been concerned about staff time devoted to writing proposals and preparing reports
for Federal agencies.’ Although the impact of ‘the Federal program has been positive,
- the need for better ground rules for cooperation among the three partners has become
increasingly evident.

For the partnership to operate effectively, the complex gears of the Federal
Government must be meshed with the educational machinery of 50 different states
and 20,000 local s;ﬂool districts. Fortunately, some Federal activities supporting
elementary and secondary edu-cation present no serious coordination problems.
Federally-sponsored research and development activities, for example, often may
proceed at the pace and in the manner the Federal Government chooses without dis-

rupting state and local public school programs (although recent requests for -

P i peripreaspmeg b emars

Py




information for research purposes have taxed the meager fact-gathering facilities

of many school systems). Similarly, schools operated for Indian children by . the

Federal Government require only general coordination with state and local public

school programs. But joint financial arrangements between the Federal Government

and a state -or local school district require close coordination.

The Matching Dilemna

Federal contributions to local school districts for special educational
programs, such as vocational education, often require the state or local school
‘district to match the Federal contribution on a dollar-for—doillar basis. The k»_
matching requirement adds a very impartant element in the public school partnership.
It assures the Federal Government that state and local authorities believe the 3
program is worthy and are willing to bay part of its cost. In a sense, a special

program matchg:d.by Federal funds is offered to local school boards at half price, .

providing a bargain, but not a gift. While a gift horse is not looked 'in the
mouth, a bargain is usually examined more carefully by the purchaser.

Moreover, a local contribution toward the cost of a special educational -

program financed in part from Federal funds provides a fiscal basis for local
control. If the local school board has a financial interest in the economical
operation of the program, the Federal interest is protected without imposition of
excessive program controls. Such an arrangement tends to promote efficient manage-
ment.

Finally, the matching requirement promotes continued local and state tax
effort for the support of public education. Indeed, one of the concerns about
Federal participation in financing public education is a fear that, in the long
run, local and state taxation for public schools will dry up, removing this wvital

element from our public school system.

-6 -
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While these effects of the matching requirement are worthy, other effects
of matching are not. For low-inéonne states, or for school districts with below-
average taxable resources, the’matching requirement presents a special problem.
They must either forgo Federal payments, divert funds from some other essential
programs, or increase the school tax rate, which often is excessive already.
Under these conditions, -Eedera; payments for new expanded programs, requiring
local matching funds, are likely to go to the more wéalthy school districts, or
to the more wealthy states, which are in a better position to provide the matching

funds.

One approach to the solution of this problem is the us¢ of '"equalized matching"
ratios in which less wealthy states are given a more favorable Federal matching
ratio. Under this érrangement, low-income states may be required to contribute
only 50 cents, or 25 cents,. for each dollar of Federal funds they receive. While
the. equalized matching plan avoids the most serious weakness of the matching
requirement, a basic question remains with respect to Federal programs designed
to broaden the scope of public school service: If states are in need of increased
school tax revenue to improve the quality of the ongoing program, should they be
encouraged to divert funds from this purpose to provide matching funds for a new,
often expensive, program of special interest to the Federal Government? Should
this priority question be decided upon the basis of the inherent value of the
competing programs unaffected by fiscal incentives? |

This adverse effect of matching is avoided when the "equalized matching"
plan is used for general support purposes. Such a plan, properly administered,
does not place undue hardship upon low-wealth states and school districts, and
does not introduce a fiscal incentive to divert limited local school funds from
other essential programs. But it does effectively prevent a reduction in state |

and local tax effort for the support of public schools.
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Administrative Coordination

Each state has its own education code, i.ts own school district system, and
its own budget and fiscal procedures for public schools. Although there are many
similarities among the states, there are also many differences. In some states,
school districts are large in:area, coinciding with counties; in others, there are
many one-room school districts, each an independent administrative and taxing unit.
In some states, rigid limitations are imposed upon. the taxing power of local
school districts. In others, limitations are less rigid. In most states, school
budgeting procedures are prescribed by law, and a definite schedule is established

for planning, for public review, and for final adoption of the annual budget by

" the school board.

Federal "crash programs’ inevitably create confusion. Even establishcdﬂ
programs, such as aid to Federally-affected public schools under Public Law 874,
interfere with efficient school budgeting procedures if Congressional approval of
sppropriations is delayed until August or September, after most school districts
are required by law to adopt their budgets. Effective participation by the Federal
Government in the public school partnership requires respect for the budget controls
and procedures established by states for the efficient management of public schools
and a realistic appreciation of the time needed to put a program into operation
after the funds have been made available for it.

Federal funds granted directly to local school districts, bypassing the
state departments of education, often create problems among the three partners.
Frequently the state and Federal Government grant funds to local school districts
for similar purposes. Under Public Law 874, payments are made to Federally-
affected school districts to compensate them for deficiencies in the property tax
base that.result from the tax-exempt status of Federally-owned property. In most
states, these same local school districts receive state "equalizatior' or "foundation

program” funds to compensate for deficiencies in the school property tax base. The

A




i
|
|

Federal contribution and the ‘statiye contribution to the local school districts are
for similar or overlapping purPosl{es.

A similar problem occurs whén both the state and Federa. Government provide
aid to a local school districts for the same special purpose. For example, some
states have provided state aid to‘} local school districts for "remedial" oxz
"*'compensatory" education. With the enactment of the clementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, the Federal Government embarked upon a program of aiding
local school districts for sinilar purposes. A question immediately arises:
Should the state discontinue or cﬁrtail its program for the disadvantaged and
transfer . the funds to other equally important areas of instruction, for example,
education of the gifted?

Perhaps in anticipation of this possibility, a provision was incorporated
into Title I of the Elementary and"‘Secondary Education Act of 1965 which states:
“No payments shall be made uader this title for any fiscal year to a State which
has taken into consideration paymeﬁts under this title in determining the eligi-
bility of any local education agency in that State for State aid, or the amount

of that aid...." The Federal Government, in effect, has told *he state that in

considering the needs of the local school districts for state funds, the state must

ignore Federal funds available to the school districts under this title. The
Federal partner by such action interferes with the efforts of the state partner

to discharge its budget-balancing responsibility.

The Budget-Balancing Contribution

In many school districts, the total amount of the annual budget determines

the local school tax rate. Under these conditions, the power to determiune the

overall school budget is also the power to determine the school tax rate. In this

process, zll anticipated income, including state and Federal aids, is deducted from

the total approved expenditure budget, and the difference is raised from local

property taxation,
-9-
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Responsibility for makihgﬁ the budget-balancing contribution is usually
associated with authority to determine the total expenditure budget. Traditionally,
this has teen a local responsibility. In some instances, this aythority rests
with the board of education; in others, the power to approve the overall school
budget (and the responsibility for making the budget-balancing contribution) rests
with the City Council, or the County Court. In still other instances, a town
meeting, or referendum, is required.

Although traditionally this is a local function, in many states during xecent
years this function has shifted de facto to the state. This shift has cccurred
because local school districts have reached state imposed tax rate iimitations.
S‘("hool districts levy the maximum tax rate allowable by law and then the state
legislature decides if additional funds are needed.

Any reassignment of responsibilities among the three partners requires
careful consideration of the locus of the final budget-balancing responsibility.
The Federal Government should not be assigned the budget-balancing responsibility
for local school districts. This responsibility should be shared between the local
educational agency and the state.

If the local contrihution is discontinued, and all school funds come from
state and Federal sources, the budget-balancing responsibility would be transferred
jn its entirety to the state. Such a change would fundamentally alter local re-
sponsibility for jublic schools. Local budget review procedures would become
peaningless, and effective presentation of school needs to state authorities would
become the mark of a good school superintendent.

It is difficult to anticipate what such a change would do to public schools.
Would the schools become less responsive to local needs and conditions? Would

parental participation in the teaching process decreasc? Would state uniformity

-
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bring. greater equality of educational opportunity -- and, at the same time,
discourage local innovation?

These questions cannot be answered easily, but they reflect widespread concern
about shifting the budget-balancing responsibility entirely to the state l,ével, and

suggest that this responsibility shculd be shaied, in some way, between the state

and the locality.

Purposes and Payment Procedures

Nearly every Federal education program, or proposal, can be classified under
one of the five general purposes shown in the accompanying chart. These purposes
reflect congressional intent and indicate purposes which have been regarded as

appropriate to the Federal role in education.

Most of the recently-cnacted Federal categorical aid programs are intended
"to improve selected facets of the educational program." This group includes the
vocational education programs, major portions of the National Defense Education

Act, and the Elementary § Secondary Education Act of 1965, and many others.

Another type of Federal education program is intended to educate individuals
for whom the Federal Government accepts responsibility. Illustrations of this
type of program include education of native Indian children, education for veterans,
as well as operation of schools in foreign countries for dependents of American
personnel stationed abroad. In these instances, the Federal concern is for the

individual rather ihan for a specific curriculum.

Still another accepted Federal purpose is to improve the methods and technology
of education. This purpose was stated in the 1867 Act creating the U.S. Education
Agency and is the basis for the extensive research and development program ir.

education financed from Federal funds during the past decade.

A completely different purpose is found in Federal education programs and
proposals, designed to compensate (or deficiencies in the school tax base. Included
in this category are various payments-in-lieu-of-taxes, including aid to Federally

affected areas, as well as proposals to provide Federal "equalization" payments

to low-income states. 114




The fifth purpose, to assurc adequate schooling for all children and youth,
is closely related to the fourth. If the provision of adequate schooling for -
all children and youth were purely a fiscal problem, a Federal program designed
to compensate for deficiencies in-the school tax base would do the job. However,
if the Federal Government defines ''adequate schooling" to include compensatory
educatio'n, if needed, to assure that all high school graduates have a salable

skill and to assure that unnecessary segregation is avoided, the Federal program

. would require more than payments to compensate for deficiencies in the school

tax base.

No typé»five program has been enacted into law. Perhaps no single program
could accomplish such a broad national goal, and the fifth purpose will ultimately
be fachieved by a combination ofb programs designed to accomplish the first four
purposes.

After the purposc of a program has becn defined, it is necessary to consider
alternative ways to accomplish the stated purpose of the program. In the ac-
comparying chart, five payment plans have been indentified. The problem, of
course, is to select the payment procedure which is most effective in accomplishing
the purpose of the program, consistent with the role of each level of government
in the public school partnership.

Consider the problem of fostering the development of vocational education
in secondary schools and junior colleges. The goal is to be sure that every
person has a salable skill. Which of the five payment procedures would be most
effective in accomplishing this goal?

Should funds: for this purpose be apportioned among the states «n the basis
of a census of high school and post-high school age groups, with the stipulation

that. the funds be used for vocational education and that states and/or local




school districts contribute a like amount for vocational education classes?
Essentially, this is the payment plan for the present Federal program, and
jt has worked reasonably well -- but would a different payment plan be more
effective?

Under the second payment plan, each state or local school district would
be paid in proportion to the number of students enrolled in, or graduated from,
vocational education programs. Such a plan has a built-in incentive to enroll
more students in courses designed to develop salable skills. In that sense,
this Federal payment would be a payment for services rendered to students.

Under the third plan, it would be necessary to identify the amount expended
for vocational education in each state each year. This amount would then be
multiplied by a reimbursement percentage to determine the Federal contribution.
The reimbursement percentage would be inversely related to the per capita income
of a.state, so that low-income states would receive a greater percentage reim-
bursement from Federal sources. Under this plan, there would be a Federal-state-
local partnership in paying the bill for vocational education.

Under the fourth plan, the Federal Government would contract with school
systems or private agencies to provide specified types and kinds of vocational
education. The contracts could be based upon costs incurred, or upon placement
performance. This plan would require the Federal Government to pay the entire
cost of a program, but it would exexrcize greater control over services rendered.

Finally, Federally owned and operated vocational schools could be established,
as needed, throughout the nc ion. Under such a plan, control and responsibility
for getting results would be placed in a Federal agency.

Each of these five methods of payment is worthy of consideration. Moreover,

if the cost is to be shared between the Federal Government and the states, 3 cost-
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sharing plan musf be developed. There are two basic approaches to cost sharing:
(1) A deducted state contribution representing equal tax
effort for al} states; or,
(2) A state Percentage contribution inversely related to
the state's per capita income or to some other measure

of its taxpaying ability,

other publications, It will te noted, however, that under the deducted State
contribution pPlan, a rigid cost limitation must be established,while under the
percentage cost-sharing plan the total cost could be more flexible, since

the Federal contributicn would be a percentage of the actual cost,

The five payment procedures illust;ated in the chart emphasize different
measures of need: (1) A census of various age groups, (2} the number of students
enrolled in a program, and (3) the amount a State spendsfor a program. The
chart also emphasizes varying degrees of Federa] supervision and contro]l. Under
& census apportionment Plan, Federal supervision is minimaj. Under the contrsct

or direct operation plan, Federal Supervision is greatest,
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SHARED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE GOVERNANCE OF EDUCATION

'For American Federalism to operate effectively in the field of education, each
level of government -- federal, state, and local -- must accept specific responsi-
bilities and obligations and assure the American people that these obligations
will be met in a satisfactory manner. An essential step in the development of
educational federalism is general agreement concerning responsibilities and obli-
gatioﬁs which should be accepted by each level of government.

While the allocation of responsibilities between the state and its local edu-
cational agencies differs from state to state, the division of responsibilities

between the Federal Government and the states reflects a common national policy in

" the governance of education. This policy needs to be clarified. The following

statement of mutual obligations that the states and the Federal Government should
accept with respect to education is presented as the basis for study to facilitate
discussion of the problem.
Each state should assure its people and the Federal Government 'that:
1. It will maintain a free public school system providing at
least twelve years of instruction.
2. No child will be denied admission to any public school
because of his race or religion.
3. School policies will foster, whenever possible, inter-racial
school programs and racially-integrated schools.
4. All children between the ages of 7 and 16 will be required
to attend a suitable school for at least 175 days each year.
S. All high school or junior college graduates will be prepared
to enter a four-year college and/or have a cluster of practical skills

useful in the search for employment.
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6. The accomplishments of public schools will be evaluated and

reported to the public.
7. Adequate financial resources will be available for public
schools in all parts of the state without excessive local taxation.
8. The state education agency will maintain an effective

research and planning service.

The Federal Government should assure the American people and the respective

states that:

1. Federal funds for public schools will be granted to states and
administered by state education agencies under federally-approved state
plans.

2. Annual federal appropriations for public schools will be completed
in time to permit effective planning by state and local cducational agencies.

3. Federal categorical aids will be consolidated into a few "block
grants.,"

4. An adequate research, development, and dissemination program,
seeking to solve educational problems of common concern to all states, will
be maintained.

S. Federal funds for education will supplement state and local funds
so as to make educational services more nearly equal among states.

6. Federal "effort requirements' will encourage continued state and
local support of public schools without imposing excessive burdens upon
low-incone or high-cost states.

7. Payments will be made to public schools where substantial amounts
of federal tax-exempt property is located, and no penalties will be imposed
upon states which count federal payments in lieu of taxes and PL 874 funds

as available local funds in computing state equalization or foundation program

payments to local school districts.
-17-
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The above statements describing federal and state (in:luding local) roles in

the field of elementary and secondary education are intended to suggest responsi-
bilities which should bo assigned explicitly in a federal-state ‘compact:' for
education.

Such a‘compact"should be expanded to include specific federal and state
obligations for various federal programs in the field of education. For example,
in the fiecld of vocational education, the Federal Government should agree to provide
for public schools. in each state specified amounts of money each year, as well as
projections of the kinds of beginning jobs likely to be available in each state.
The state education agency should agree to expend these funds, along with specified
amounts of state and local funds, for vocational education programs designed to
prepare students for available jobs.

The effectiveness of a federal-state education compact requires a carefully-
designed federal grant-in-aid program. Such a program would need to include some
general support (or revenue sharing) funds, as well as funds earmarked for specific
purposes. The latter should include block grant programs based upon consolidations
of present categorical grants-in-aid.

Many categorical aids have been directed at segments of the curriculum.

Perhaps greater educational returns per federal dollar expended could be obtained if
some federal funds were earmarked for the operation of public schoels during the
summer months. Such a program could lead to productive use of the school plant
during the summer months, without specifying which school subjects should be taught.

Another special purpose contribution could be made to protect retirement
annuities of teachers and school administrators who move from one state to another.
For exanple, the Federal Government might reimburse a state teacth ars! retirement

systen for the extra ccst incurred for granting out-of-state experience credit to
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school teachers and administrators who move into a state after serving several

years in the public schools of another state. This role for the Federal Government

is consistent with its broader role in the gencral field of retirement allowances.
Other specific roles for the Federal Government in the field of education

may be suggested. A "compact" spelling out federal and state roles in the field

of education would, undoubtedly, change from year to year, but a definition of the

respective obligations of the federal and state governments in the field of education

is long overdue.
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Governmental Reorganization

American political scientists and civic historians have produced a
vast and ri::h literature on the question of the proper organization of
government.( & They have focused their concern on the appropriate organization
of local government emphasizing issues like the elected chief executive,
versus the appointed city manager; whether representatives within cities
should be elected at large or by wards; and, periodically, the reorganization
of government at the state and federal levels.

More generally, the reforms include both institutional and governmental
process recomsendations: the council manager plan, legislative proportional
representatiocn, the small council, non-partisan and at-large elections,
professionalism, the separation of policy deteminatién from its administration,
and centraljzed executive responsibility. Indeed, these reform proposals have
been described as the only original contribution of American scholars and
civic reformers to the art and science of government.

Reform remains a live issue in American politics whether the emphasis
is on local governments with reformers attempting to respond to current demands
for both neighbothood governments and regional units, or at the state level with
contiruing emphasis on increasing the executive control of the governor, or the
very recently announced Presidential proposals for reorganization of the
executive departments of the national government. This penchant and enthusiasm
for reform and reorganization is sometimes interpreted as a technique used by
politicians to avoid significant substantive issues, or that hidden within
the reform and reorganization recommendations are substantive implications
politically unwise to discuss openly.

There is, in fact, a substantial difference of opinion as to the inter-

relationship between government structure and the substantive policy outcomes
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of governmental decision-making. There is a body of thought which suggests
that structure is irrelevant, that the substance of government policy is a
product of basic sociozeconomic factors which are uninfluenced by the
structural system through which decisions are made. 1In face, in recent years,
political scientists have been somewhat concerned with whether what goes on

in the "little black box" -- j.e. the political process -- makes any difference
at all. (2) The overpowering signilicance of socio-economic variables has
tended to hide whatever significance the internal political process may possess. ,

A variant of this argument is the suggestion that structure itself

is a product of the distribution of political power, and therefore simply serves

[ SRR TP

the interest of those politically powerful. In this version, structure is

important but responds to the same kinds of socio-economic forces as do the
policy decisions of government. Changing structure will according to this
argument have an impact on policy, but only because the socio-economic factors
which influence policy are simultaneously affecting structural arrangements.

Finally, there are those who claim that structure has independent

'in?eortance. Structure, it is c¢laimed, determines at least the amount of

accountability which governmental leaders have, the degree of visibility
which government possesses, and finally the extent to which it can be democratically
controlled. It is against these kinds of zriteria that most structural reforms

are judged.

The most obvious and important criticism that can be directed against

the argument favoring structure, is that structure tends to lag behind the need

for changes in social policy. Because of this lag characteristic, structure

acts as an obstacle to the responsiveness of government.

122




Political Scientists, Educators and Government Structure

Although political scientists and students of education, with notable
exceptions in both groups, have tended to agree that structure is important,
they have disagreed as to what the structural relationship between education
and the rest of government ought to be. Political scientists have argued for
a clearcut hierarchical urganizational system for government » with education
as a part of that total structure. Their justification is based on a belief
that this kind of system provides visibility and accountability, encourages
the rational allocation of resources among functions of government, and brings
to all activities of government the advantages of the pattisan political
process as a means by which the citizenry divides resources among functions
of government. This belief has caused most political scientists to argue
against special status for any single activity of government. Separate and
autonomous units for education are strongly opposed. 1In contrast, the education
community generally supports such autonomy. Arguments in support of this
position include: a claimed uniqueness for education, unique because it deals
with children, and the often special constitutional status of education making
it a state function. As z state function it should have, it is claimed, its
own governmental system rather than being mixed wit% other local functions.

Because of these characteristics, education should not be contaminated,
it is stated, with partisan politics which are pictured as being corrupt, based
on patronage and inconsistent with the necessary professionalism of educator. @

It can, of course, be argued and sometimes is, that this emphasis by
the educational community on the uniqueness, and therefore need for autonomy
for education, is a useful political argument which often produces an increase
in th= resources allocated to their function. This argument recognizes that

education and politics are inevitably intermixed but that perpetuating the myth
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of the nonpolitical character of education is simply a tried and true technique
to improve education's position in the political process. As one scholar
suggested, "A political myth which is contrary to fact may serve a group best
in a political struggle when: (1) the group which created it uses it,

(2) others have come to telieve it, and (3) the group does not itself believe
in it as a description of reality."(“ ¥hen these conditions change, then it

is quite possible that maintaining the myth will no longer serve the function

-- i.e. produce desired policy or, better said, revenue outcomnes.

what difference does it make?

Althcough the argument between political scientists and educators about
the wisdom of the special status for education has been with us for 2 long
time, it has not really been a meaningful empirical discussion. Rather, most of
the debate has focused on arguments from general principles rather than actual
scholarly attempts to measure the question of what difference does separating
the government of education from general government make. Fortunately, in
recent years, a number of research studies about the performance of the
education function which are beginning to ask and tentatively answer the
questioin, "What difference does it make?"

There are a mumber of dimensions of the "What difference does it make?"
question which must be answered before we are going to be able to make defiaiilve
decisions on which policy may be based.

Such rescarch should explore more thoroughly than it has to date:

The relationship of the structural organization of education at

all levels of government to the quality of educational services
provided to the clients of the system.

The impact of these structural arrangements on the role of the
commmity, particularly the community which comprises the immediate
clients of the system. Of particular importance in this regard is
the relationship between the role of the so-called educational pro-

fessionals to the non-professionals, whether they be students or
parents.
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The importance of the division of education decision-making
among the levels of government with emphasis on the impact of the
higher levels, i.e., federal and state government, on the lucal
school district.

The inter-relationship between structure and the amount of
resources alloca:ed to education as compared to other functions
of government, and its impact on the allocation to different kinds
of school districts, particularly city, suwurban and rural.
The impact of intergovernmental flows of funds. Do such state
and federal funds increase the total resources applied to education,
or are they simply replacive of what otherwise would be provided
locally? What role does intergovernmental aid play in equalizing
educational opportunity?
¥hile current research findings do not provide answers to all of these
ques.ions, there are a number of aspects of the structural situation in
education to which research has been directly pointed. It is these aspects
of the structural issues on which I will now report. The issues to be covered
are: (1) the significance of indepeadence; (2) the impact of non-education
expenditures on educaticn expenditures; (3) the role of state aid and the
role of federal aid; and finally a discussion of the relevance of the findings
to some of the current issues in the education field, with particular emphasis

on the issues embodied in the relationship of the governing structure of

education to its financing.

Independence: Asset or Liability

Perhaps the issue about which there has been the greatest debate is the
relative autonomous status of school districts in the total state-local
governmental system. Although the degree of autonomy varies substantially from
one district to another, the myth of keeping education out of politics provides
a kind of autonomy. This is true even in the case of a dependent school
district, co-terminous with another unit of local government, and which has a

school board appointed by the chief executive of that local unit.
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Efforts have been made to measure the actual significance of indepen-
dence by trying to determine if this characteristic results in education
receiving more resources than would otherwise be the case. A number of
careful analytical studies have been wade of this factor and their general
conslusion is that it probably does .ot make any difference. The researchers
placed school districts on a continuum from complete independence to complete
depe dence and then measured the districts' position on that continum against
the amounit of resources they received.(S) The findings of a .umber of
scholars were that the amount of resources received are much more determined
by other factors than by this one. In fact, only ver: minor significance for
independence has been found by this wmeasurement technique.

In addition, scholars have found that the degree of independence does
not result in any significant educational fiscal output. Neither do per
student expenditures, or per capit:u expenditures, or per capita locally-raised
taxes for education show any significant difference relative to independence.
there are other aspects of the independence characteristic which may indeed
have significance for the way the education function is performed. Directly
related to independence is the so-called "no politics" characteristic of this
function. Although it is clear that the claim of "no politics” is incorrect,
because education as a public function is a part of the political process,
the claim itself can still influence the nature of the political environment
which surrounds the function.

One scholar who has devoted attention to this issue argues that the
"no politics" characteristic means:

- - . conflict over public school question lacks a sustaining
structure. This means that instead of there being opposition
to the establisned order at all times, just because that is how
the system works, there is opposition only when there is some-

thing to oppose. Again specific issues sometimes ideological
terd to be the motivating force. The consequence of this situation
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is not only that demands are focused on specifics . ., . but

also that the authcrity system is not usually accustomed to
being opposed, and therefore it lacks resilience. Conflict

is likely to come to it as a disorganizing shock, whereas,

in most democratic government, structured conflict is recog-
nized as the way the game is played. In school government,

it often seems to be regarded as a rude and foreign intrusion.(6)

The periodic "crisis character'" of the governance of education results in

changes coming to this function only after heated community controversy. The
controversy is then usually settled by the school board replacing the super-
intendent, normally hiring one from outside the system who responds to the
issue which created the crisis in the first instan:ce.(7)

Another characteristic¢ of the independence of school governance is
the separation of the resource raising activity from the similar activity-of
more general governments. Very often the raising of resources for education
is done by public referendum, or separate votes on the school budget. In

almost all instances, the raising of capital is done through a referendum

process. Many educators have argued that this technique of raising funds

for educaticn has produced its favored position in the competition for resources.

It is quite possible that historically this has been true, but currently
taxpayers are becoming increasingly oconcerned about their tax burden, par-
ticularly their state-local burden, and it may well be that education is more
vulnerable to taxpayers' revolts than other functions who draw their funds
from the general revenues in the systen.

It is not surprising that taxpayers are revolting, in view of the
rapidly rising costs of state and local government. Education, for example,
has averaged a 9.7 annual growth in expenditures during the past decade, while
the gross national product has increased only 6.8 percent, and per capita
personal income less than that. There is persuasive evidence that education

is feeling the impact of resulting tax revolts, 1In California, 60 percent of
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proposed increases in school taxes for new bond issues were turned down by
the voters, while in Michigan 20 of 25 requests for higher property tax
rates were rejected, and even 31 out of 69 requests to continue current rates
found the taxpayer sayiﬁg no. It is not known whether a system in which
support for education was drawn from a general local budget would have
suffered these kinds of setbacks, but it is clear that the separate status
of education makes it easier for the voters to work out their frustrations
on public expenditures separately voted on than those which are drawn from

a general budget.

Impact of Non-education Expenditures

Although not strictly a structural issue, the impact of non-education
expendi tures on educational ones is a gseful way of examining the interaction
among functions of government. These relationships are of considerable signi-
£icance when suburban ard central city expenditure are compared. Generally,
central cities spend much more heavily for non-education purposes than do
suburbs. Per capita non-education expenditures in central cities, according'
to the most recent data available, constitutes 166.7 percent of such expenditures
made in the areas outside the central cities (i.e., in the suburbs), and non-
educational taxes in the central-city areas were 190.9 percent of those raised
by their suburban neighbors. ®

Careful analysis jof this characteristic does not substantiate the
common-sense hypothesis that higher non-education expenditures cause lower
education ones. In fact, it appears that the two, education and non-education
expenditures, move together. If this ti;ding holds firm after further analysis,
it follows tha; the implication for central cities is a much larger tax burden
than that of their suburbs since they must raise considerably more funds to

meet their non-educational needs vwhile simultaneously attempting to maintain

competitive educational expenditures.
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This "keeping up'" problem raises the issue of the maintenance of
competitive positions by school districts within the same region. The high-
income suburbs are able to devote substantial resources to the support of
education. The rest of the jurisdictions in their metropolitan areas (poorer
suburbs and central cities), in order to compete for educational resources,
must scramble to keep pace. The result of this competition, at least until
the recent taxpayers revolt, is for the_se lower-income jurisdictions to

struggle to maintain educational quality against very unfaborable odds.

The Role of State Aid

These disparities in local ability to suppbrt education could be
overcome, of course, by an intergovernmental aid pattern designed to put
larger amounts of resources in jurisdictions with less fiscal ability. Only
in this way would genuine fiscal equalization result.

As is now known, state education aid does not work that way. The
reason is that in the majority of states thé amount of aid received is baéed
on local property value per student. Since the formulae do not usually take
into account either the special education needs of students concentrated in
some school districts, or the non-education ‘fiscal burden on the local property
base wh.ich varies substantially from one kind of district to another, the
result is a flow of aid to those school districts which already are relatively
well off.

The jurisdictions which have both disadvantages -- i.e., students with
special education needs, and a heavy_non-education burden -- are, of course, the
largest central cities. These cities are in a more difficult position aciditionally
because of the cost differentials for land acquisitions, insurance payments,
maintence costs, and other Higher costs which"genefélly ‘exist within large

urban places. Since the aid formula does not take into account any of these
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differentials, the result in most states is greater aid going to suburban

school jurisdictions than to central cities. For example, in California
state aid per pupil in the central cities is $234.29, while for the suburban
areas it is $275.78. For New York, the similar figures are $372.51 for
central cities and $474.06 for their suburbs. Similar data could be provided
for other states. (See Appendix - Table I)

The overall impact of these disparities in aid support can only be
determined by examining whether aid is additive or replacive of local tax
effort. Does aid, for example, tend to act as a depressant to local tax
effort, or is it simply additive to that effort with local tax effort being
determined independently by the socio-economic characteristics of the
community and the need for revenues for other governmlental functions?

In general, aid is, at least in part, additive. Beyond that generali=
zation, it is more difficult to make a definitive statement. But it does appear
that aid tends to be more additive in suburbs than in large central citiss. A
study based on 1957 data, for example, found that for every dollar of aid
given to suburbs there was a dollar of increased e:cpenditﬁres for education;
that is, there was no feplacive effect. While for central cities, the similar
figure was a 70-cent increase in expenditures for every additional dollar of
aid, thereby indicating that to some degree aid was replacive of local‘lyl
raised ‘funds for education, with those funds in all probabilify‘being siphcned
off to bé used for other functions of government.(g)

A more recent study confirms the same kind of disparity betwéen,“che
impact of aid in suburbs and central cities, but at lower'figures'. For
suburbs, it is suggested that aid is additive by about 60 cents per dollar

(10)

of aid, while in central cities the addition is about 2Z cents.
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These findings demonstrate the disadvantaged position in which the
present state aid system places cities. Not only do they receive less aid than
their suburbs, but the aid they do receive makes a smaller contribution to
total educational expenditures.

These aid characteristics added to the non-education fiscal responsibilities
of cities helps to explain why total local tax burdens in cities tend to be

(11)

considerably higher than in suburbs.

The Role of Federal Aidt

Since state aid does not offset the disparities in the local revenue
base among school districts, does federal aid? A partial answer to that
question is that federal aid does not because it is insufficient. In 1970-71
it constitutes only 6.9..‘p.ercent of total revenue devoted to public elementary
and secondary schools. This figure is less thaﬁ the 7.9 percent which such
aid'constituted in 1965-66, but even this small amou;t of support is distributed
in a way which makes a very small contribution fo correcting the imbalances
created by variations in local fiscal bases and state aid. Although there

is considerable variation from state to state, the largest gainers from

federal aid are neither central city nor suburban districts, but rather rural

'areas, those parts of states outside the metropolitan area. In California,

for example, the central cities received on the average, in 1967, $39.00 per
pupil from federal aid; in the suburban jurisdictions around the central cities
the amount was $40.00; while the non-metropolitan parts of the state received
$54.00 per.student. In contrast, in New York the central cities received
$60.00, while the suburbs and the non-metropolitan parts of that state received
only $31.00.(See Appendix - Table II) |

The one part of the federal aid package which tends to offset the

‘imbalance among school districts within states is Title I of the Elementary
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and Secondary Education Act. Although it is true that this program has not
been as carefully focused on disadvantaged pupils as was intended by its
authors, (IZ)the fact is that Title I aid has f}owcdto those school districts
which possess the greatest need. For example, in California the central city
received $19.64 per pupil, in contrast to its suburbs which received $11.09.
In New York the comparable figures were $53.90 for the central city, and $12.35
for outside central city.(IS) (See Appendix - Table I)

In summary, the intergovernmental flow of aid in the educational
governance system does not offset the disparities in local revenue base which
exist among school districts. State aid runs counter to any such correctional
impact, while federal aid on the whole ‘is almost neutral except for Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. From these findin\gs, it
would appear that the intergovermnentalz system, although it probably reéults
in overall greater resources being alib‘cated to education, does not offset
disparities in local tax bases among school districts. These characteristics
of intergovernmental flows of funds raises questions about how such flows :

might be altered and whether there are possibilities of changing the structural

system in a way which would accomplish that.

State Distribution of Federal Aid

Another significant aspect of educational governance is the division
process at the state level. A current study of this process concentrates on
fxow states determine the distribution of federal funds which pass through the
state on their way to local school districts. (o

In the five states studied, it was found that the decisions about the
distribution of federal aid were made almost -exclusively by state education
departments. 1In other words, the state's political process did not appear to
influence or even become involved in the distribﬁtion, among school districts
within the state, of federal funds which pass through the state education de-

A areYs SR SR S s

et eracs

e N

Cn e e .




-13-

In the cases where the departments had considerable freedom in

partment.

the distribution of the funds, they tended to follow the same pattern of
distribution as that used for state aid. For those programs which were

characterized by fairly strict federal guidelines, these guidelines determined

A

the distribution of the funds.

Education Decision-making at the State Level

Since the role of both federal and state aid is dependent upon the
decision-making process at the state level, as are most other educational

issues, it is important to try to understand that process.

Sufficient studies of this process have not been made to offer any
conclusive generalizations about its nature. However, in recent years
enough have been done to at least suggest some hypotheses.

The basic coristituency of state education departments, and the
' appropriate committees within state legislatures, include organizations of
school board members, school administrators, teachers and educationally
) interested lay groups. To the extent that these groups present a common

front, they are normally able to have an enormous influence on educational

policy-making. In fact, their ability to agree usually results in their

recomnendations being accepted by state legislatures, except for some reduction

i in their financial demands.

For many years, these groups were rurally oriented, and as a result

it was to this orientation that state departments of education responded.

Further, state legislatures normally possessed the same rural orientation. A

relatively harmonious set of relationships emerged, therefore, at the state |
level, resulting in a variety of significant educational innovations, including, :

) of course, the consolidated school district. Further, state aid to rural

districts was steadily increased, and there was a significant impact in many
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states on curriculums.

This happy confluence of forces at the state level seems to be
disintegrating. In some states, top officials in educa:ion departments are
beginning to concern themselves with urban rather than rural education. Teachers
groups are finding it increasingly difficult to make common cause with organi-
zations of school administrator; and school board members. The teachers
groups themselves are in conflict, particularly those that have both city
and suburban teachers as members.

On the basis of a variety of étudies of state educational politics,
one scholar believes he has found four stages in the relationship of education
to state government. The first stage is characteri;ed by a strong local
orientation, with the legislature being influenced primarily by local educa-
tional notables and state legislatures working out compromises when there
are differences of view émong them.

The second stage at which a good number of states have now arrived is
the one which the educational interest groups have come together in some kind
of common body and present a consensus of view on Qducational matters to both
the state education department and to the appropriate legislative committees.

The third stage, which a number of states are now moving toward, and
some have arrived, is one in which these various constituency groups have
divided over significant issues and present conflicting recommendations to
legislators. The fourth stage in which it is believed only one state has
arrived is Illinois, in which a formal governmer’ltal‘ institufcion, the School
Problems Commission, has been established to work ou_t thgse differences amoﬁg
the various constituency group's. Representation on this body includes not
only i)rofessié;lal education leaders but legislators, as well és representatives
from more general citizens' groups such as the Chamber of‘Comrﬁerce. This (15)
' S

group's consensus is then presented to the appropriate legislative bodies.

~v
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The relationship between a state's stage of development and its
educational outputs is not clear, but the movement is in the direction of

education becoming much more a part of the political process than it has
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been in the past. It is quite possible that as a result of this change some é
'\
of the issues raised here about how state and federal aid behave will become

more active political issues. /

Changing the Structure

There have been a variety of suggestions for altering the structural §
system which governs education. Perhaps the most hotly debated of these : %
' (16) Es

proposals is the wisdom of full state assumption of financing of education. i

What is known about the fiscal aspects of education provides some clues about

the significance of this kind of change. : i

i

|
A shift in financing would eliminate the current system of state aid to %
g local districts. Since it has been found that aid is, to a large extent, H

additive to local effort, it is quite possible that the movement to full state

financing would reduce the total resources allocated to education. In fact,

other findings'concerning the si'gnificance of the assignment of fiscal

responsibility within governmental systems confirms this conclusion. In ﬁ

general, the highest state-local expenditures are found in state-local governmental

systems which assign high expenditure responsibilities to their local governments

while maintaining a large flow of aid funds from the state level to local
an o , |
governments. These findings clearly suggest that state assumption might
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well reduce overall resources allocated to education.

On the other hand, it is not at all certain now how full staté financing

i i A T A R

would affect the quality of educational services. As teachers make more and
more demands and use the union device as a means of increasing the amount of o

resources allocated to teacher salaries, it may well be that extra funds
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which additional aid would provide for education will lead to higher costs
rather than improved educational quality. We simply do not know whether
unions would be as effective in bargaining in a statewide system as they are
in their current situation of being able tb;piay one school district off
against another. Nevertheless, the potential for pinpointing and focusing
educational resources would probably be greater in a state finance system
than in one characterized by competing local school districts.

Perhaps this would be the greatest advantage of state assumption,
the ability to focus educational resources to overcome the disparities
currently existing in most state-local systems. Whether a state would take
such action depends upon one's calculation about how the political process
would work in the allocation of resourceé completely state controlled. One
thing is certain, the legislature would give it more attention than it now
does. Whether such legislative attention would result in more equity in the
distribution of resources is not known, but much higher visibility would be
provided through this kind of system than exists in the current, complex
set of intergovérnmehtal arrangements. |

Important to the issue of full state financing is whether a local

/supplement would be permitted. On the one hand it can be argued that those

communities which would like to improve the quality of education which is
provided in their area should be allowed to do so, but if it is allowed then
there would be a repetitior of the current disparities between rich and pobr
afeas within a state. Aﬂ‘often suggésted compromise is to allow a local
supplement of no more thén tén percent.(ls) |
It may also be argﬁed that full state assumption of responsibility

for education runs directly counter to current demands, heard particularly

in large cities; for school decentralization and community control. Actually
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it would probably be as easy, if not easier, to decentralize within a state

system than within the present local district system. More importantly, it
might be possible within a ;tate system to provide the necessary additional
resources to those decentralized areas possessing large numbers of disadvantaged
pupils. One of the primary difficulties with present large central city
decentralization schemes is that they do not provide the additional resources
required to make education effective in disadvantaged areas.(lg)

Those who fear that full state assumption will mean the end of a long
" history of local control of schools should look again at the reality of the
system of educational government. Financed and to one degree or another
influenced by at least three governments -- local, state and federal -- there
is no longer cause to argue that there are any genuinely autonomous units left
in the system. Indeed, the whole governmental system is characterized by .
interdependency.

In addition, recent studies have concluded the centralization and
decentralization are not inconsistent concepts and that it is quite possible
to have financing at one level and policy-making and other kinds of control

(20)
at another.
State financing, therefore, is not inconsistent with smail, local units,

and, more importantly, it could equalize present tax-base-created disparities

between school districts, as could, of course, a fairer state aid system.

Character of Federal Aid

Most students of educational affairs agree that federal aid for education
is here to stay and should be substantially increased. This agreement rapidly
disappears when fhe discussion turns to, what form should this aid take? Present
revenue-sharing and block grant proposals of the national administration have

moved this issue to the center of the political stage.
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Although current knowledge about how aid performs does not provide a

conclusive answer to the wisdom of these proposals, it does tell us how such

new aid systems are likely to perform.

General revenue sharing, if allowed to be applied to education, would
serve the interests of suburban schools better than those in central cities.
To the extent such aid was distributed to local school districts by the state,
there is no reason to assume its distribution would be any different than
that of state-raised revenues. For those revenues passed through to local
governments, it is likely that larger portions in cities would flow to non-
education functions than to education. The opposite would occur in the
suburbs.

Much the same generalization could be made about federal block grants &
for education. Except for Title I of ESEA current federal aid is not \

1
1

distributed very differently than state aid. The Title I experience seems

to suggest that stronger rather than weaker guidelines are needed if federal

aid is to be used to offset the discriminatory character of present state-
(21)
Yoo .
local financial systems.

o i

A New Structure for Education?

If the purpose of examining the current structural characteristics of

providing educational services is to design a new structure, that structure
must maximize resources flowing to education while simultaneously distxibuting
those funds on the basis of educational need rather than political influence.

It must additionally optimize the quality of education services and provide for

a substantial client input into educational decision-making, Such a system
would have the following characteristics.

1. Full state assumption of financiai responsibility for education;
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2. A large increase in federal aid with strong guidelines for
focusing the aid on educational need;

3, A decentralized system of local districts below the state level
(with perhaps a regional level between the state and these
decentralized districts);

4, Only if a regional system is used would a local financial
supplement be permitted;

5. At the state level education should become an executive depart-
ment like any other, with its head appointed by the Governor.

I think the reasons for most of these recommendations are self-evident,
but perhaps two need further comment.

The regional suggestion is made primarily for the larger states and
is also offered as a means of permitting a local financial supplement. On
a regional basis such a supplement makes the most sense because it could be
drawn from a much larger and more varied tax base. Such local resources
could then be distributed on the basis of educational need. Further a
regional level would provide a basis for providing specialized educational
opportunities which would not be possible because of small size by the
decentralized districts in the system.

The final suggestion of a state education department directly responsible
to the governor is based on the very large role which the state would play
in this new system, and the increasingly dysfunctional role of the "independence"
and "no-politics" characterization of education. Current public attitudes
about state-local taxes suggest that education could do as well, if not better,
if it were part of the general budget of the state, rather than isolated from
the regular budget any process by arrangements which attempt to perpetuate
the "no-politics' myth at the state level.

Finally, but importantly, the evidence now available is by no means
conclusive. This proposed system is drawn from my reading of ''the hints and
hunches" suggested by the research available., Another student of these matters

might well draw other conclusions.
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Appendix

Table 1

Comparison of ESEA Title I with State Aid
For School Districts in Metropolitan Areas

"

1967
|
All Areas with Larger ESEA I State -Aid |
Than 500,000 Population (per pupil) (per pupil) |
California i
CC** (N=7) $ 19.64 $ 234.29 ‘
0CC (N=119) ‘ - 11.09 275.78
New York R
CC (N=5) - 53.90 372.51
0CC (N=73) 12.35 494.06
Texas.
3¢ (N=4) 19.67 174.26
0CC (N=31) 12.25 209.35
Michigan
cC (N=1) 37.15 238.13
0CC (N=31) 7.86 271.26
Massachusetts '
CC (N=1) 32.33 236.00 o _
0CC (N=26) 7.95 110.26 ]
**CC = Central City
0CC = Outside central city portion of metropolitan areas (suburban ring) ;
4

Source: Federal Aid to Education study, Syracuse Univeriity Policy Institute
and Maxwell Graduate School.
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Appendix

Table II

By Central City, Outside Central City, and Non-Metropolitan Areas.

1967
State Fed. Total % Fed.
Aid Revenue Aid

California

Central City $39 $684 5.8%

Outside Central City 40 817 4.8

Non-Metro 54 641 8.4
New York

Central City 68 876 7.7

Outside Central City 36 485 3.0

Non-Metro 31 923 3.4
Texas

Central City 38 479 7.9

Outside Central City 36 485 7.4

Non-Metro 63 535 11.8
Michigan

Central City 29 683 4.2

Outside Central City 17 A) 2.5

Non-Metro 30 629 4.8
Massachusetts

Central City 69 675 10,2

Outside Central City 38 779 4.8

Non-Metro n.a. n.a. n.a.

Source: Joel S. Berke, Stephen K. Bailey, Alan K. Campbell
and Seymour Sacks Federal Aid to Education: Who
Benefits? A Comnittee print of the U. S. Senate
Select Committee on Equal Educational Cpportunity

92nd Congress, lst Session, April 1971,

485-443 0 - 172 - 10
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INTERGOVERNHENTAL RELATIONS AND THE GOVERNAMNCE
OF EDUCAT IO

Roald F. Campbell

For several months officers of the Education Commission of the
\

States and | have been discussing the necd for a comprehensive study directed
at emerying directions in the governance of education. We propose in that
study to examine the important policy decisions for education and to determine
how they are made, to note the variations among selected states in the
structures and processes of policy making for education, and to develop some
promising alternative models for the governance of education. Coviously, the
study has not been made. Despite the lack of empirical data. and extensive
analysis which such a study would generate, | am being asked to present a
position paper in the gene\ra? domain of the projected study. VWhile this
assignment may be premature, my interest in the problem prompts me to respond.
Should the proposcd study be made, | may want the opportunity to present some
amendments.

| suggested to the planners of this meeting that | .could name
a political scientist and an educationist who would represent positions more
extreme than those Alan Campbell and | will present. Alan Campbell, as you
know, is not only a student of politics but also of .education. He and his
colleagues in the Maxwell Scheol at Syracuse University have conducted a

number of important studies in education. Also, | have attempted in my own

work to view policy making in education not only from an educational

* Prepared for conference sponsored by the Education Commission of the States,
Jackson, Hole, Wyoming, August 9-11, 1974
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perspect ive but also from a pelitical perspective. In a sense, Alan Campbel)
has moved toward education and | have moved toward political science. 1 hope
these developments have extended our understandings and not merely hardened
oui prejudices.

A position paper secins to represent a blend of fact, analysis,
interpretation, value judgment, and hope. | shall try to differentiate
between and among thesc several ingredients but | am not sure | can always
do so. With respect to our topic, intergovernmental relations and the
governance of education, | shall first take a look at cducation, dealing
with some of its current strains and stresses; note. the governance problems
among local, state, and natic-nal‘ levels; consider the governance problems
at each of these levels; and then move toward some kind of rationale for the

governance of education as part of a complex social system.

STRAINS AND STRESSES 1IN EDUCATION

When we speak about the governance of education, it should be
clear that we are really dealing with the governance of formal educational
instltufions, namely, schools and colleges. Education goes on in many settings:
the family, the church, the neighborhood, the street gang, the boy scout troop,
the museum; the library, the music hall, before the television screen, at work,
and in conntiess other places. Indeed, education i$ an integral part of our
culture, our social order, our very lives, In any of these settings education
can be good or bad, depending upon the values we attach to the outcomes. Or,
it can be intensive or random contingent upon the nature of the Interaction
between the situation and the person. | make this distinction between
education and schooling for the reason that such a differentiation is frequently
neglected and this neglect can distort one's views of the problems and the

possible modifications nceded in educational governance,
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Even in lookin;; at formal schooling we are confronted with at
least six major programs. These include elementary and secondary cducation,
higher education, the community college, vocational and technical education,
adult education, and preschool education. Each of these piograms is subject
to further elaboration. The most obvious breakdown is public and non-public,
While the governance of education applies most directly and completely to the
control of p_qblic schools and colleges, nonpublic schools and colleges reveal
a number of sub-di»l»isions worth noting. Some of the nonpublic schools are
church related, others are c'.‘f'ten grouped under the term independuat, and still
others might be categorized as reform or protest institutions. In this last
group we might place a rapidly growing numbet of free schools, street acadcmies,
and other cmerging institutions. Mcst nonpubiic schools are nonprofit
institutions L]ut a number of proprietary institutions, particularly for
training in bLisiness and some other vocations, still exist. Finally, we
should recogni’ze that a great many programs in both general and vocational
subjects are sponsored by business firms, social agencies, and other organizations.

In addition to g!\?Ing some consideration to the many educational
pfograms which need governance, we must also.conslider how people now perceive
education if we are to effect appropriate governmental: arrangements, There is
at present a rather wide-spread disenchantment with education. This-is probably
due, in part, to the general disenchantment with the performance of many of our
institutions, Clearly, we are not doing very well with foreign policy, with the
administration of justice, with the care of the poor, with the delivery of health
services, with the purification of air and water, nor with the provision of
quality education for all, But education may have an even greater cross to
bear. For more than a century schooliﬁg has become a kind of religion In our
nation. Such provisions as the establishment of public school systems,
compulsory education, the growth of high schools, land grant colleges, comunity

colleges, state equalfzation programs, and especially during the 1960s substantial
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national intervention in education all expressed our great faith in the
efficacy of the educational enterprise. lmportant as cach of these
developments has been in our national development, we are victims of over
expectation., Schools alone cannot solve all the problems of poverty, race,
morality, job opportunity, domestic tranquility, foreign relations, or
persohal value orientation. In fact some critics, notably 11iich, think
we musl actually deschool our socicty. [1llich insists that we have confuscd
Mteachiag with learning, grade advancement with cducation, a diploma with
competence, and fluency with the auvility to say something new.”]

| doubt that we are quite as guilty asllllich suggests, but |
think the'tendency to confuse schooling and eddcation, as noted above, is
with us. | am not yet ready to scrap all schools and colleges. At the same
tlhe, doubt about their usefulness has helped create some of the strains and

stresses in education to which a program of governance must give heed.

Redefinition of the school

Ih a sense, we are being asked t¢ redefine the nature and purpose
of the school. | shall speak more of the school! than | do the college but
many of the criticisms also pertain to higher education. There are two
predominant themes in the current literacufe on American education. The

first, wel) represented in Silbermar's volume, Crisis in the Classroom, is

the insistence that schools be made more humane. Silberman's chief criticism

‘of the schools is suggested in the following:

Most of all, however, | am indignant at the fallures
of the public schools themselves, !"The most deadly of
all possible sins,'' Erik Erikson suggests, ''is the mutilation
of a child's spirit'. It is not possible to spend any

‘Ivan 11Vich, Deschooling Society. New York: Harper & Row, 1970, p.1.
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prolonged period visiting publis school classrooms

Without being appalled by the mutilation visible

everywhere-- nutilation of spontanecity, of joy in

lecarning, of pleasure in creating, of sense of seif.

The public schools-- those "killers of the dream,'!

to appropriate a phrasc of Lillian Smith's-- are the

kind of institution onec connot recally dislike until

ohe gets to know them well, Because adults take the

schools so much for granted, they fail to appreciate

what grim, joyless places most Amzrican Schools are,

how oppresscive and petty are the rules by which they

are governed, hov intellectually sterile and

esthetically barren the atmosphere, what an appalling

lack of civility obtains on the part of teachers

and principals, what contempt they unconsciously display

for children as children.

Many teachers and school administrators read the excerpt shown
above with some shock. They find it hard to .believe that the institutions
in which they work and which they have helped shape are inhumane, They find
it even harder to belicve that as individual persons in those institutions
that they behave in inhumane ways. However, a number of parcnts and students
find much justification in Silberman's words.

The Silberman study and other pronouncements of similar tone have
helped create an- sustain the movement for mote humane schools. As is true
with many movements, adherents are of many kinds. Some see this as the new
thing in education and as opportunists they wish to be on the band wagon.
Others wish to examine school practices to determine iV indeed they are
inhumane and if so how they can be appropriately modified. In some ways, the
move to make schools more humane is similar to the progressive education
movement of the 1920-s and 1930-s. There is talk about the whole child,
affective as well as cognitive development is stressed, individual interest

is secn as one of the keystones in learning, and much emphasis is placed on

an informal school atmosphere.

‘Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom. New York: Random House, 1970,
p. 10.
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The primary schools in England arc secn as the best models of the
new schools and many American cducators are now making pilgrimages to the new
Mecca. Teachers colleges have organized courses on humane schools; supervisors
in school systems have a new gospel to promulgatc; and teachers are being asked
to modify their practices to be less formal, to give more attention to pupil
interest, and to trcat each youngster as a unique human being.. Some parents,
particularly in upper middle-class suburbs, have also heerd of the imovement
and have become adherents., Such parents attempt to get modifications in public
school practice. |f not successful in that effort, some of them join together
and Torm a frece school of their own.

The second current thrust in American education is the accountability
movement. The term, itself, means different things to different people and this
helps explain its popularity. To some, accountability means morc complcte
reporting on what is being donc and with what results. To others, accountability
nicans a guaranteeuof a specified outcome. To many, accountability deals with
defined purposcs, specificd procedures, and full reporting of results. The
accountability movement has obvious rclationships to such formulations as
management by objectives, program budgeting, and cost-benefit analysis.

Some of these ideas, as you know, have been around some time. The
program budget (PPBS) was apparentiy used with some success by Secretary
McNamara in the Department of Defense and President Johnson, by Exccutive
Order, rcquested in 1965 that the formulation be applied to all federal agenries,
In 1967 Secretary Gardner prepared gulde-lines and asked that the practice be
applied to HEW including the U.S. Office of Education. From that time on
_attempts at program budgeting were made in federal education projects and the
idea was often advocated for state and‘local educational agencies.

Leon Lessinger, one time Associate Commissioner of Education in the

USOL, did much to promote the idea of accountability in cducation. For him,
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the performance contract wos the epitome of accountability as can be secen in
the following:

Accountability is the product of a process. At
its most basic level, it mcans that an agent, public
or private, entering into a contractual agreement to
perform a service will be held answerable for performing
according to agreed-upon terms, within an established
time period, and with a stipulated use of resources and
performance standards. This definition of accountability
requirces that the parties to the contract keep clear and
complete records and that this information be available for

outside review., |t also suggests penalties and rewards;
accountabjlity withcut redress or incentive is mere
rhetoric.

I do not think, ‘as l.essinger may suggest, that accountability

and the performance contract are identical. 1 do see the performance

contract as one expression of the accountability movement. The idea behind

the performance contract is a simple one. llsually," the school system specifies

certaun desnred outcomes, deflnes a targct group of puplls, stnpulates some of-

the condutnons under Wthh the mstructlon is to take place, and enters into

a contract w:th an agcncyv- mos t frequcntly a prlvate f|rm - for the provusuon

of mstructuonal exper.enccs de,.,lgned to brlng thc target group of pup|ls to
the desured outcomes.l;' Payment to the contracto" is contlngent on the
achlevement or performance of the pupll wnth respect to the specnfled outcomes.

Testlng of pupll achlevcmcnt is usually determ:ned by natlonally normed
achlevement tests and often admmlstered by an out5|de testlnq contractor
lt ls sugnlflcant to note that in- the l°69 70 school year there

ot

were but two performance contr-ucts, the now famous Texarkana case and one In

Portland Oregon whereas in l970 7| there were over 50 such contracts 2 Twenty

of thlS number were supported by funds from the Offlce of Econom'c Opportunlty

/,

iy :_,"-_:. .

Thc others were supported |n a varuety of ways, some by the use of USOE funds

lLeon Lessmger,,,“Enguneerung Accountabullty for Results in Publuc Educatuon"

Phi Delta Kappan. SZ(Dcc. l970) 2|7 225

- See, Roald F Campbell 8 James E Lorlon Performance Contractlng in Educatlon.

: Columbus_, Ohio: Charles E Merru 11 Publlshlng Co., ir press. -
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and others by regular school district reveiues. While these contracts have

not been implemented without problems,. they have demonstrated that educational
objectives can be defined in specific terms, that instructional procedures

can be carefully prograiamed, that teachers and tcaching aids can be trained

to -in‘:plementthe procedures, and that pupils - even those below grade

standard - can improve their achievement in such areas as reading and mathematics.
One can argue about the nature of such a program, about the types of motiyation*‘
employ:d, about the validity of test results; but, for many, the -contractors
have demonstrated what the schools, in many cases, could 'not or would not
demonstrate, that business procedures can be applied successfully to instruction.
| In many ways these two movements, accountability and humaneness,

are in conflict. The accountability movement stresses precise objectives,
planned allocation of resources, specified procedures, and neasurement of
outcomes. The humane or informal_lischool, on. the other hand, places great stress
on spontancity, flexibility, mdlvndual differences, and crecative experiences -
not only in.the academic subjects but also in the arts. There is little ..

concern with measurement and great concern w?th feeling, joy, and openness.

One movement is highly rational and precise. The other is largely impressionistic - '

3 andflexible' - In many Ways, it is the diff’erence between a science and an art.
| Both movements are Causing schools and colleges to examine their.

~nature and purpose. Clearly, no school or college can move’ completely in:

- both dlreCtIOHS "How far toward humaneness and how far toward acc0untab|lnty

and in what ways these two movements -can. be made to. complement each. other are :

the questnons confrontlng both professnonals and laymen in: educatlon Thls

'dllcmma compounded ‘with the Illlch remedy that we" ought to deschool socnety
‘ _altogether make many persons qu1te uneasy about the whole educatlonal

~ enterprise.:’
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It is conceivabic that both humanencss and accountability are, ina N

sense, passing enthusiasms and symtomatic of a more fundamental problem. Green

has suggestcd for instance, that the present crisis in‘ education stems l:rom our

gencral belief in the cfflcacy of education, particular ly our conviction that all

youth should complete high school, and our almost complete success in attaining

that goal. Now we are faced with new conditions which seem to demand that we

examine the basic assumpticins upon which our educational system of the- past century

has been based. In any case, the nature and the purpose of the school and college

is being seriously questioned.

New organizational structures

reguonal boards' ns mcluded in: the membcrshup of thc central board e

Another‘rcsponse to the questions being raised about schools is
the push for new organizational structures. This is perhaps most clearly seen
in the demand for decentralization characteristic of most of our cities.. Again,
we are. confronted with a word which has different meanmgs for dlfferenf people.
Even so, in New York Caty the decentralxvatlon moveiment has been resoonsrble for
the creation of thirty-one school districts for the op‘erationf of elementary
schools. £gach of these districts now has a board of education and a superintendent:
of schools. - Presumably-', citizens also feel ,that they can exercise more influence
with these local boards than they could vuth the city-wide board which preceded
them. It- should be noted that the operatson of high schools is still a
centralnzed functuon as is: the flnanclng of all of the schools

“As- of January, l97l the Detrolt schools were. also decentralized.
by the creatlon of a- thnrteen-member Central Board .of. Educatnon and eight. .

fuve-member regnonal boards of educatnon ., The chalrman of each of - the -

lThomas Green,'The Ironies of Educatuonal Growth A% Bode lecture OhIO State -
Unuversuty, 1971 : _ LT . _ ‘
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Detroit plan does not go as far by way of decentralization as the Hew York
plan but it does change appreciably governance arrangements for the Detroit
schools. Almost every city, even those with a quarter the population of
Detroit, have given some consideration to decentrzlization.

While cities arc experiencing a decentralization thrust, the
long time effort to combine school districts in rural areas continues. -Over
the nation therc are now about 18,000 operating school districts, whereas
twenty years ago that number was over 100,000. States have responded very
uncvenly to the reducation of school districts. Hawaii has but one schoo!
district, while Nebraska still has over 3,000 such units. States with many
rj(:ral school districts will probably continue to effect consolidations when
el'ogranz and financial advantages can be demonstrated.

There is also considerable discussion at this time about the creation
of metropolitan governing units of one kind or another. Little acttlal movement
in this direction has takenjzvplace. One notable example seems to have |
been the creation of Nashville-Davidson County school district in Tennessce.
of particular interest in thet casc is the fact that metropolitan school
governnterlilt tended to follow the creation of metropolitan municipal govel'nment.]
School diétricts in a numBer of Southern states embraee an entire county,
hence in some cases by their very ﬁ'ature they are metropolitan districts. The
Dade County, Florida school district Is.perhaes.the best example of this conditien.
School districts fnvother metropolitan areas have cooperated for specific purposes
but few areas "h‘aVe ch'osent to folblow the Neshvil'le exvample-' and go 511 the way.

Related to the metropolltan school dustrlct idea. has been.a-

movement to reconcevve the county or untermed:ate school dustrnct whlch stull

'

TRobert . J. Havnghurst (Ed:tor) Metropolltamsm - |ts- ChaHenqe to Educatuon
Chccago 67th NSSE: "earbook Part !, Univ.. of Chlcago Press, 1968, ch. 16
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persists in many Northern states. The typical county office, particularly
in some of thc Midwest and Western states, is an anachronism of the last century
when the county superintendent was supposed to supervise as many as onc hundred
one-room schools. In recent years, it has beccome clear that the office ought to
be eliminated altogether or it should become a service unit staffed to-provide
speci:zlized help to smaller schools inthose areas not economically feasible in
ecach of the school districts. In this reconception it has become clear that
such an office in sparsely settled areas can serve the schools in morc than one
county. Notable progress has been made in such states as lowa, Michigan, and

l/lisconslnl

in the reorganization of intermediate districts, often including
several counties. In many ways, the intermediate dlstrict. may come to provide
some of the functions for rural areas that a ccntral office in a decentralized
city school district could provide to the local or regional districts within
the city.

Movements for the creation of new structures whether regional distrlcts
in a city, & combination of districts in a rural area, or the generation of an

effective intermediate office all add to the strains and stresses-now being

felt in education.

More participants

-Schools are experiencing still another kind of stress. Within the
past- few years participants, once rather quiet, have insisted upon a voice
in policy: making. - These outspoken par':ners include many blacks: and reprfesentatives,

other mmorlty groups, teachers, and students .. Regarding school performance, thef

‘ blacks tend to agree in. thmklng that schools have not done well |r. teachung the

Roald F Campbell et al The 0rgan|zauon and Control of Amerlcan Schools
Columbus, 0h|o Charles E. Merrull Publlshlng Co 5 1970 ch. S'.“'-. '

T g

N A




-12-

children of the poor and indead test rcsults tend to support them in such a
position. Blacks arc not of one mind about the remedies which should be
applicd to thgz. situation. Many of them believe that the solution is to be
found through desegreation and ultimately genuine integration in the schools.

Some blacks, on the other hand, particularly after observing some attempts at

. P

desegrestion, often including the busing of black kids but not white kids, insist

upon separale schools Tor hlacks. Blacks in both camps have become ~quite cynical
about the commitmznt of whites to any plan of cqua! educational opportunity for

all children and youth. This cynicism is often fed by the inability of local

schoo!l boards to get white support for desegregation plans and by what many pcrceive

to be 2 vacilation regarding school descgregation by the President and the Congress.
In any case, school boards are confronted with demands from blacks
|

and other minorities for improved education. These demands often include more

black teachers and principals and the establishment of black studies programs. At

times demands also include community control of the schools, a move many blacks

LA ki S

Ry

perceive as equivalent to the control now exercised by citizens in suburban school

districts. Clearly, school boards have difficulty in necting all of these demands.

Lack of movement promotcs dissatisfaction on the part of the blacks and that

AN

dissatisfaction gets expressed in many ways including the defeat of bond issues

and operating levies proposed by the school districts.‘:

Teachers have also become militant partners in the school enterprise.

The :day when school boards and superintendents might treat teachers in a benev'o'lent_
but ;}a'tronizing manne.rsis gone in many districts. Llocal teachers organizations,
whether affiliated with-_the National Education Association or with the American
Federatlon of Teachers,‘ msnst upon revnewnng school budgets, upon playnng a role,
in the establlshment of personnel oolncues, and upon ‘making their own. demands '

regardnng salarues and_workqng condntxon_s Nhen teachers find that Iocal boards cannot

o ey NI S AT, ain e rv v e
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meet their requests, they frequently join forces and put pressurc upon the
governor, the state Icgislaturc,ﬁ and'even the Congress and the President.

Two outcomes of tecacher militancy will be noted. At the state
level twenty-six states have passed laws vwhich recognize in onc or more ways
teachers organizations and legitimize the ncgotiating process. Even in states
without such laws ncgotiation is now very much a fact of life. A second problem
for school board.s resides in the fact that many demands made by teachers run
counter to those made by school patrons, particularly blacks and other minority
groups. For instance, tcachers are strong for certification and examination
procedures for admission into the profession, while blacks see many of these

programs as designed to screcn blacks out of the profession. Again, teachers

arc strong for the right to transfer in the school system, while blacks see
| such a desire as a way of removing experienced, and presumably more capable
teachers, from the slum schools. The fact remains that school boards must

mediate between teachers and minority patrons, frequently almost an impossiblec

task.

Students, too, _particularly at the secondary level, have beccme more
articulate in demanding a voice in educational policy making. Frequently, these
demands have led to the disruption of the schools. The House Sub-commi ttee on
General Education became invo,lvéd in a study of student activism and:sent a

qﬁestionnaire to all of the nation's 29,000 public and nonpublic secondary schools

seeking ‘information about disruptions occurring in 1968-69. More than fifty percent
of thc,'school_sfrespondéd and eighteen percent of them had experienced ''serious
protests.' The major issues’ involved were: rules, dress codes, services and

facilities, and’ curriculum mavtg'lérs.ny In more than fifty percent of the cases.: " .

. ]E.QQ@_EE» February, 1971. :’/"5‘: e
STt e 3
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there were racial overtones in the protests. In the Syracusc survey directed

by Bailey, eighty-five percent of the urban high schools reported some type

I

2
of disruption in the last threc years. These disruptions included student
boycotts, arson, property damage, and student-tecacher physical confrontation.
In a very rcal sense, citizens in minority groups, teachers, and

students have demanded a voice in school governance. Add to this augmented

foiiel s st n A Lol il St

intervontion on the part of both state and national agencies and we can

unders:aend why boards of education are overwhelmed with their new partners.

Lack of money

Still an additional problem in education today, and in some ways

@ product.of attempts to. meet other strcsses, is the great difficulty

encountered in financing education. In a recent study of superintendents
the financing of education was réported almost to the man, as the most serious
problem confronting education.3 This ditemma is clearly reflected in the
increasing percentage of opcrating levies and school bond issues defeated

by the voters in one district after another. Two decades ago 99 percent of

the operating levies in Ohio received voter approval. Today the figure is

29 perceht.'

Federal aid, which in the -1960's rose from about four
percent to eight percent of the total bill for: elementary a.nd-secono'ary
education, has actually ‘decreased. to 67 percent. The percentage of revenue
from state .séu'rces, over the past decade.\“has changéd very little, actually
| averaging-.'for all. the states‘thirty’:—nine:‘to forty percent over that-entire -

period. With-school: costs rising faster than the:gross national product,

lR'epc')i""ted |n Ste,")heln"K.' ,'-Bai:l'.é'y, Di.srupt?oﬁ. in Urban Sec.onaa‘r_‘y‘ Schools.
Wash'i'ngton,'*D.C.':' Nat. .Assn. of. Secqndary..School} Principals.s,. _1'970-. ’

Zibid.

3Russell T. Grégg _8:_Stephenv._-g-.':f:l_(,rv\»'ez‘ev?ch, *1The ‘,Super.iqtcnd,eﬁt:v _ What Makes Him
What He is?' American School Board Journil;;’/.iSB (June 1971) 12-17.
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with costs for higher education rising even more rapidly, and with an economic
recession, all within the context of discnchantment with schools and colleges,
prcipects for adequate financing are certainly not bright.

By way of reitcration, | have noted the concern with the nature and
purp~se of the school, the development of new organizational structures, the
emergence of new partners in policy making, and finally the financial stress
faced by educational instituticns. In addition, there is a movement to establish
alternative schools, a point to be claborated later. This enumeration could
suggest that | see no hope in the schools and colleges as we have known them.
This is not the impression | wish to convey. In spite of all of these:-problems,
many pupils are learning, much effective teaching is going on, and many parents
are pleased with what is happening to their children. Our very success convinces
us that we are not doing well enough. As with the larger society, schools are
at a watershed. There nust be re-examination and reform. This reform will have
implications for governance.ﬁtlt seems quite possible that the governance model
of consensus, characteristic of schools over the last seyera! decades, will give
way to a model‘wh}ch'can deal more effectively with conflict. In any case
school governance must pay more attention-to the pluralistfc nature of our
socicty.

GOVERNANCE PROBLEMS AMONG LEVELS

It seems desurable to distinguish between general and spec:al
oovernment*for‘educatlon. At the natlonal level there is
government for education; education is very much a functlon of.general govern-

ment. In other words, all three branches of. government deal wnth educatlon

"as they deal.wuth-other matters By way of greatest contrast, ducatuon at

the locafjieVel |n large part tends to be a case of specaal government
The Iocal board of educataon as a state agency is usually |ndependent of

munlcupal authoruty School board members are, wuth some exceptuons, elected

: by the voters of the school dlstrlct. whuch may or may not conform to o

4
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municipal boundaries, frequently in a special election, and nearly always on

a nonpartisan ticket. At the state level education is governed by a mixture

of speccial and general government.

Forms of government designed specifically to cope with education
have dcveloped in every state. In nearly all states a state board of educa-
tion ccaposed of laymen, most often appointed by the governor but in a number
of cascs elected, has come into being. All)states have & chief state school
officer. In over half of the states the chief state school officer is
selected by the state board of education and serves as its executive officer,
while in the remaining states his relationship to the state board of educa-
tion is less well defined.

But the development of this~speelal government does not take educa-
tion out of general government. The state legisdature retains plenary power
for educotion. The legislature may create special machinery, may charge state
boards and state superintendents withiparticular functions, as it has done,
but it mav also alter the machinery and-call_back the functions. Moreover,

the governor's budget is still a most.persuasive instrument with most legis«

latures. State boards .and state sﬁperlntendentS'may recommend to the governor

a budget for the schools of the state but neither the governor nor the legisﬁ/ﬁ{

lature is required to accept. such recommendationé.‘ Thus, at the state level

special government for educatlon supplenehts but does not-replace: gencral

- v,_\t

government i

More national |nfluence :

Only slnce the dcpressuon of the 1930'5 and WOrld War lf\ﬁa< natlonal

lnfluence in the governance of educatnon been apprecnable and. sustalned T DR

'--most publ:c school systems had llttle to do w:th the federal government exccpt

; -
M R

f,be fure, we had the land grant college and the vocatnonal educatnon acts, but o
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as a modest amount of federal moncy was distributed through state departments
of cducationlfor certain vocational.programs. During-the depression, with the
advent of such programs as WPA, PWA, NYA, and CCC, the schools fclt some national
impact. Federal funds were uscd to build or renovate school buildings, provide
student aid, establish nursery schools, and feed students from poor femilies,
In eddition, CCC Camps and NYA Schools became, in a scnsc, alternative school
systems.

Most of these federal programs were disbanded as we went to war in
the 19405, Upon the conclusion of the war the G.l. Bill of Rights created,
among otlier things, our first naticnal.scholarship program and both schools
and collecges felt its impact. Also following the war the Congress passed the
National Science Foundation Act in 1950, the federal impact laws (PL 815 & 874)
in the same year, and the National Defense EducationIAct_in 1958. The 1960s
saw the passage of much educational legislation including the Elementary and
Secondery Education Act and the Higher Education Act.

It is clear that federal |nfluence hes increased appreciably, Most:
of the support provided has been categorical in nature Much of it has been
aimed at programs designed to equalize educational opportunity for the poor or
to compensate for inadequate prior opportunity.  The federal courts, particularly
through the Brown decision and subsequent -litigation, have insisted. that the
schools take.the lead fnﬁdesegregating our society. . This position has perhaps
done more to point up our national dilemma than any other policy decision, at
any level of government At thedsame time, it has placed tremendous implementing
oblugatlons upon many school d|strscts and most state departments of education

Another exampie of federal |nfluence is found in- Iegislatnon designed
t0‘strengthen state departmentsvof education.  The Congress transferred for the

nost part the admnnlstratlon of the ESEA ‘Title. . funds for experemental

prOJects from the U.S. Office of Educatuon to state departments of educatlon
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As part of this transfer, however, there has becen an insistance on the part of

OC that states cvaluatc these projects, indecd that states cvaluate all federal

projects. Since most states had little capability in evaluation, there has also

been federal money provided to establish such capability. The lack of planning
and evaluation capacity in state drxpariments has also been noted by Congress
and OFE and rwuch of the money available through ESEA Title V and Title 1V,
Section 102 has bcen for the development of planning divfsions in staté
education agcncies, This new money for evaluztion and planning has required
state departments of education to rcthink their functions and their structure,
not always comfortable demands. HMoreover, in trying to strengthen state

departments, particularly in preconceived dircctions, The federal government

has made such departments very dependent on federal financing. Actually,

in 1969 federal funds accounted -for forty-one percent of all state department

1
expenditures. Strength and dependence are hardly compatible. 1t should also
be noted that any success in strengthening state departments goes counter: to

our long tradition of localism in the governance of education.

Another aspect of national influence has been the multiplicity of

federal administrative agencies with which 'states and local districts must

deal. Mrs.-Green2 has noted the fragmentation of federal effort and has

suggested greaterPconsolidat}on?and-coofdinatiOn of federal programs in
education. -Each of several federal agencies deal with 16cal school ‘districts

and state agencies. - One example of this is the action of HEW in the

:desegregétion programs in many school districts. |If districts are not

conforming to the lew and to the- administrative regulations ueveloped by HEW

a finding of non-compliance may be filed against the district. If remedial

lMnke M. Mllsteln, ”The Federal Impact on Stat» Agency Plannlng ”. Plannnng and  J§$"’
, Changlnq V 2 (Aprll 1971) 31 38 S _ D

‘12Repo"t of the Special Subcommlttce on: Educatlon Stggy of  the U.S. Offfce”of";
Education.. Committee on Educatlon & Labor, u.s. Govt Prlntnng Office,

,W‘N’ D.C., 1967 | 159
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action is not taken, the casc is taken to the courts. A: times, it scems that
the officials in.HEVW interpret the desegregation policy of the federal government
much more rigorously than does the Congress. Thesc diverse interpretations make
action at the local school district most difficult to plan and to implement.

| In many ways federal influence on cduﬁation has becn more pervasive
than the federal funds provided would suggest. This influence seems tlo stem
from two conditions. One, the federal money has been for special purposes and
the implementation of these special purposes has had consequences for the entire
operation. Two, the U.S. Office of Education appéars to see itself as the chief
mover of educational reform: In addition to these consequences of federal action,
federal practices in the distribution of money have been particularly galling
to school édministrators. Appropriations arc frequently very late, funding is
nearly always on & one year basis, program emphases change almost yearly, and the
OE and other agencies are reorganized and personnel changéd so frequently that
it is almost impossible to retain contact with thc agencies.

More state influence

| have already suggested that state departments of education were
exercising more control over education, frequently in response to federal action.
But this movement seems to stem from many other sources as well, Conant] and
others have suggested that states take over the primary financing of eleme.nta’ry

and secondary education. Some governors have actually recommended to their

]James 8. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964,
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legislatures programs designed to move in this direction. If the state finances
all or a large part of the expenditures for pﬁb‘lic education, | think it follows
that the state will exercise considerable discretion in how the money is to be
expended.

Or, if the state pursues a program of more planning and evaluation,
this will have repercussions not only for the state agency but for the local
districts as well. In many ways these activities are geared to the push for
accountability to which we have already given attention. It is not inconceivable
that states will require some kind of cost benefit datz from school districts if
they are to participate fully in state funding. Particularly, is this the case
since financial outlays for education have gone up fastgr than the gross national:

product and thus represent unprecedented demands upon state government.

Encouragement of alternative schools:

in many; ways both national and state governments have encouraged
the establishment of alternative educatfonal systems. - For instance, in Titles 1,
11, and 111 of ESEA nonpublic schools or at least pupils in nonpublic schools
were to be given support. Title | provided that both public and nonpublic schools
enrolling pupils from poor families were to receive help. Title Il stipulated
that library and instructional materials were to be made avg/ilable to public
and nonpublic schools. Experimenfal programs, prov_idéd by Title 111, were to-be
funded through local school districtes but those districts were requiréd to
work with other agencies, including nonpub_l_ip schools, in the planning and
operation of such programs. Such Iegislation's;eems«to-be an extension of the
concept of child benefit as set forth by the U.S. Supreme Court in Cochran.
Federal precedent v‘avnd.the financial needs‘ of nonpublic schdols have
caused many Qtate legislatures ‘:t'o bcbns'id'é.f ways by which public mon'é? might be
used for no'npublivc education. Recently, for example, the I1linois legislature

established a study commission and authorized the comission to secure outside

L RSN
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research help in analyzing the situation in. I1linois. . Under the direction of
. - . l L)
Donald Erickson a comprehensive report was precpared and became the basis
for a legislative program in this area. "Many‘state legislatures have already
provided some support for nonpublic school pupils. Often at the state level the ‘
argument is advanced that nonpublic schools will close without public assistance \

and such action would add greatly to the cost of public schools and in the end.

requirc more tax revenue than the partial subport of nonpublic education.
Erickson, in the study noted above, makes a number of other arguments for the
support of nonpubiic schools including one growing ‘out of the need to preserve:
considerable cultural diversity in our kind of .society. The acceptance of

these arguments does not remove all constitutional questions nor does it

dispense with all of .the opposition, but it does suggest a willingness on the. -
part of many persons to consider an alternative to the public schools.

Also outside the publi; school structure, has been. the development.
of a number of new institutions under a variety of names. Sometimes these are
known as informal schools and are organized by a group of parents who v;lish:much
more flexibility and humaneness in the educai:ion of their children than seems

to be found in many public.schools. Most of these schools enrol'l a'small

number of pupils, frequently they are for young children but .some have been .
organized for adolescents, one or at most a few teachers are .involved.'and they
f o are often young and committed to a free and flexible Iéarning environment.

} | _' Other ‘pr-ot’e’st institutions have been called store front schools or

’ o - street academies. .The store front schools in. Harlem have attracted considerable o

attention for the success they apparently have had in-dealing with dropouts.

Other examples include the Highland Park Free School in Boston and: The Learning

Tponald A. Erickson, Crisis in 111inois 'Nonpublic Schools. Research report
to Elementary & Secondary Nonpublic Schools Study Commission, State of 11linois,
December, 1970.

.
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Place in San Francisco. '//

The ‘U.S qur’éme Court'has just decided that plans. of state payments
)y | .
to nonpublic schopi” teachers for their teaching of the secular subjects, at least

in the state;w_'é Pennsylvania" and Rhode 1sland,

b
unconstitu tional Whlle thls is a set back for nonpubluc schools, | suspect
/

that* the logic. of providing nonpubluc schools with partial fundlng and the

‘;

*’polltucal support for 'such a program will lead to new. legislation desugned to

avoid the unconstitutional aspects of current statutes.

The 0ffice of Economic Opportunity hasalso given support to the
testing of educational arrangements our of the traditional public school approach.
In the year just ciosed as noted ab‘oye, OEOQ.provided almost seven millon dollars
to tesf the idea of performance eontract;_ing in twenty local schoo! districts. In
each case, one or more private firms have cor\‘tracted"-“'to provide instruction to :
a group of pupils for a period:.of one school“year and to guarantee a certaih level
of achievement or:forfeit payment for such se.rvi‘ce. At this time the outcome of
such an experiment: is hard to predict but the very nature of the program casts
some doubt on the capacity of the public school, system to perform its chief function,
the instruction of theeyouhg’.

Not to be outdone, the"Offiee‘ of Education has provided an inveatigator
with money- to explore the voucher plan. Under this arrangement a pareht might.
send his child to. a school of his choice, public or- nonpubllc, and submit his
voucher, collectable from tax: money, as payment for the schoollng | understand
that feasublllty studies of the voucher plan are to be. made m ‘three. school districts
in 1971-72. These and other efforts at both national and state levels h!ghltght

the need some people have to seek alternatives to the public: school system.

—

‘Lemon V.. Kurtzman, Juhe 28, 1971, i




/ | : Local boards still have a place

- As already suggested both natlonal and state governments are

f exercising:greater control over educatlon and all mducatnons are that such

a movement is not yet at an end Two developments help explaun this trend. The

first is the increasing importance citizens generally place on education, even

though they may become skeptical of certain ‘schools and »school practices. A

second reason is. found in the ever increasing costs. of.;educatlon. In other words,
. i

the importance and the cost of education make it a nat_v‘ifonal and state problem

and not chlefly a local problem as once was the case.

This situation is often interpreted to mean that local boards of .-
education exercise less and less discretion. and the 1;|me may be, approaching -
when they can be el |m|nated altogether. There are many motuvatlons for: such
a prediction. . Boards are sometimes seen as gettung in.the way of the professuonals,
I | »teachers‘*and.adminustrators,_..:Or,.-boards are -seen as containing some of the. .
demands of cxtlzens, particularly minority groups ‘Atother times, boards are

seen as unresponsive to the bureaucrats in state and national government.

| doubt that any of these groups are going‘to wish away boards of.

education. Moreover, | point out that local school boards have @ most important

role to play in the governance of- educatlon, otsplte national and state mfluence.

lndeed some: natuonal and state action can. glve local ‘boards.opportunitiesiwhich
did not previously‘.exlst. Partlcularly is this true if school boards see them-

selves chuefly as m|n|ster|al bodues, as was mtended from the beginning,

~with some: pollcy makung and- Judlclal functuons as well

.. . GOVERNANCE PROBLEMS AT EACH LEVEL

At the local level N

Just as there are problems of governance among levels of government,

z ‘ there are also problems o‘r governance at each level of government ‘At the local

level the issue |s c}ne of long standlng School dlstrlcts have oeen seen as

TC’l
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state agencies and as' such are relatively independent. with some exceptions,
from municipal government. 'This ‘autonomy has been cherished by boards of
education, superintendents, and citizenszgenerallly.' Frequently, it has been
defended as the way of keeping politics, or. at least political corruption, out
of the schools,

Actually, as JamesI and his colleagues have shown, no school district
has complete autonomy or independence; rather school dlstrlcts have different

oegrees of dependence on other governmental bodies. The categorles of dependent

‘and independent as applied to school districts are thus not very useful. More-.

over, James was not able“to"demonstrate' that degiree of dependence had much to do
with the revenues made - available for school‘ purposes,

- These findinos-; notwithstanding, the question still remains, should
school governance be pa_rt of gereral _local _.government'and be r‘e,lated‘ more closely
to the governance of parks, recreation, health, social service,: and the courts.
Clearly, these other funct.':l"ons can and do affect the educational functlon.' For -
instance, youngsters needing health care are poor learners. 'School play grounds
and city pa.rks seem to have a natural affinity. The taxpayer is well aware of
the rapld increase in property taxes and makes little distinction between the
tax demands for schools and other l_oca:lf' government.

Many school: distrlcts'have ‘been slow to ‘recogni-ze "thes’e interrelation- "

shlps and- have been Ioath to jom even in a plan of voluntary coordlnation between

education and other socnal services. Thns relative mdependence of school dlstrlcts

has caused 'some mayors ‘to- seek Ieglslatlve rellef For lnstance, |n the school

buildlng area the independence'of--both the New York and the Chlcago 'school districts

has recently been curtailed by the use of a local building authority designed

4. Thomas: James et.'al "wealth Expendlture & Decasnon Maklng for Educatlon," S

", Cooperative Research Project No. 1241, v, S Offnce of Educatlon, l963
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to consider buildi‘ng needs of all governmental units, including school
districts. 'Townsendl- has recently studied the eransfer of power from the
Chicago Board of Education to this new Cook County .duthority which is presumably
more sensitive to the Mayor, who is also Chairman of the Cook County Democratic
organization, and to all agency build‘ing‘needs in the cbunty. It seems probable.
that other inventions of this kind will fallow.

As noted above, the .presence of speciai government for education ie
most pronounced at the local level. At thisyl_‘.evel the long tradition of sepabation
between sbecial and general government will make new arrangements difficult to
establish. At the same time, such factors as the increasing urbanization o‘f our
society, the growing conviction that school problems are also city problemsv, the
recognition that education goes forward in many settings, the increasing costs of
all public services, and-despi_te folklore to. the contrary- the more clearly
perceived fact that the control of education is in the political arena suggest

that present arrangements will be scrutinized and changed when need be.

At the state level

Problems of educat|onal governance may be even more severe at the
state level. Forty-enght of the fnfty states, and soon that will be forty-

2 .
nine”, have state boards of ecducation. In most cases these board members are

~ appointed by the governor but in nine states they are .elected. _In few cases.

have ‘state boardevof-eddcation been strony bodies regardless of their method of

’selection. Sroui’e3 found that boards in most states had low visibility .and . that
 board members were- rel'atively unknown and indistinquished whether appointed or.

!'elected'._., As board members have very modest self exp_e'ctation's, ‘others expect littie

'Richard“C' Townsend "New Schools’ for Chicago: A Poltttéal-AdmuhnStrative
Analysis.!" Ph.,D. Dissertation, Dept of Educatuon, Univ. of Chicago, 1971.;
The new Illmous constitution, . adopted in 1970, provides for a state. board
of education. .

3Gerald E. Sroufe, ""State School Board Members and the State. Educatlon Polncy

System.'" Planning & Changing. \! 2 (Apru{6 l97l) 15-23
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from such boards and lftt!e is received.

The ifnpotence of many state boards is further emasculated by the
fact that in 21 states the chief state school officer is .elected by popular
vote and hence cannot be held accountable by the board or any other agency of
government. The long hassle in California between‘e-former board and superintendent
illustrates the problem. Even when the chief state school officer is appointed
by the board, it is often difficult to secure a strong person. This condition
stems from at least two causes: weak boards seldom attract strong executivesv,
and state school administration is not generai?y'és prestigious as -local school
administration, particularly in major cities‘orl- select suburban districts. |In
most states we are thus left with mediocoe‘f;oarag and executive officers of
moderate ability who often have a need to wjeigh"every action in terms of its
contribution to re-election.

These public-officials exert little leadership in education. They
tend, instead, ‘to perform' the regulatory duties ascribed to their offices.
Until recently, this state of affairs s‘eelﬁed aq'.'.:epi“'able to most people. "Local"

school district official and most citizens were quite content to have little

_power exercised at the state level and more discretion at the. local level

Even governors-éncj legislators were comfortable to have the education agency play
a modest role. But the situation has cﬁan‘ged.‘

~The size of the ‘education’budgef at the state ‘level h’ao'-becoﬁie'SO'
large ‘that' it must be weighed agamst other fiscal: demands. The'pressure's’to

support nonpublic schools have mounted Reservations about -the purposes, procedures,

" and outcomes:.;of .the-whole educatuonal -enterprise have been entered. The need '

for school reform seems clear. .In short, more information sbout education, its -

organization, its operation, and its results is being.demanded by governors, ..

'legislators‘,: and’ citizens generally, . All .of this'has.'been auglﬁented by the. .

lnsistance that quality. educatIOn be made: avaulable to’ all ‘people,: lncludlng

lv;,_‘ouyr mino"ity groups. v e ,-l:.‘ 167
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All of these pressures mal<e governors more aware of educat ional
problems and more determined to play some role in educational reform.

Legislators, too, have been forced ‘to come to grips with educational questi0ns

as never before. As a result the tranquil life of state boards and superintendents
has come to an end.  More and more these officials are being asked to provide

more information, more planning, more evaluation as well as to perform their
customary regulatory functions. Federal funds, as noted above, have been made
available to help state agencies perform these new functions, But the new demands
and the new resources do not necessarily create willingness and capability on the
part of the state departments.

As-a result governors and legislators are often forced to turn to
other agencies and sources for information. At the same time, there is active
consideration in many states regarding the reorganization of the state education
arm. Some governors would dissolve state boards and make the state superi‘ntendent
responsuble directly to the governor - Again, this is the expression of the issue

of general or special government for education..

At the national levei

i | have .already alluded to some of the problems of educational .
governance at the national level. These‘ include the multiplicity of federal .
agencles dealing with education and the admunustratuve duffuculues engendered
by frequent. change of program: emphasus, lack of lead time. for planning, and
' instabillty of federal support - But there are. more deep-seated problems These
stem in large part from uncertamty regardnng the role the natuonal government
should play in education. Is it to be lumuted in scope and deal only with a -
few apparent national needs such as. providung better’ opportunuty for the poor"
Or, is |t to recognize that educatlon |s so ‘much a part of our. total natuonal

'well being that ut deserves broad and substantual support from federal sources?

Categorical aid seems to be more closeiy{;'gated to the first posntion, _while

. '.\1:
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general aid or block grants. of some kind are perhaps more compatible to the
second position. |

Whatever policy positions regarding education are taken by the federal
government, there is still the qucstion of congruence among the legislative,v
executiye, and judicial branches. This is not easy to achieve for the reason
that education does become a part of many other functions. .For instance, the
schools have become a major battle ground for civil rights. Many of the decisions
handed down by the courts since Brown have been in the civil rights context,
frequently with little regard to their overall educational consequences,
particularly the fact that local schools must maintain the support of 'local
citizens or they cannot operate:

Organization»of the administrative branch at_the federal'level to
serve education is still a difficult qoestion ln terms of size of operation
a good case. can be: made for removing the U.S. Office frOm HEW and settlng the |
education agency up with a cabnnet level ‘head. President.leon,ion the‘o,her
hand, has proposed. a Department of Human Resources which would .include not only
what is now located in HEW but more as well These areﬂvery divergent views .
that require consuderation | |

Vlthln education itself organl*atlonal questlons are demandlng

’attention A Natlonal instltute of Educatlon, patterned somewhat after the

Natlcnal lnstltutes of Health has been proposed 1 The Levien' report ‘would. place_,-

the lnstutute in hEW. and coordinate wuth the U S Offlce of Educatlon Others
would make it a partvof the'U S Offlce One aspect of the |ssue is. whether

the research cnctlon should be separated from tHe fundlng of - operatlonal
programs. Nhen these functlons are placed in the same: offlce, as. at pre‘ent,

Ay
"

lRoger E. Levuen, vNatlonal lnstltute of Education: ‘A: Preliminary Plan fon
‘the Proposed lnstitute " Report prepared for. HEw 197l LI e

£ aord Spril 4 :
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research and development needs seem to.take second place to the needs. of the

! | operational programs. Health and agricdlture have apparently been more
successful than education in channeling resouices to research. ‘At the federal
level the problem seems to be much less a case of general vs. speclal
government for education and much more a case of deciding the role of the
federal government and developing adequate governance structure for education

within the general government.

“TOWARD A RATIONALE
We have noted a number of:the strains and stresses affecting

educat|on. We have consudered some of the problems of governance among levels

of government - local, state, and national. And we have also observed. some

of the problems of government at each of the levels of governance. We are

now at the point of saying what should be done about all of this. Once again‘
| wush that the study. to which | alluded earller "had been completed so that |
might have a more adequate base from which to make ‘these’ proJectlons. In the -

meantime, here are some tentativerpropositions.

Interdependence

'First:~wefshodld lookrupon'the-local; state, -and national governance
of educatlon not as three separate “and ‘distinct- ‘systems of- governance each
Jealous of its own perogatlves but rather ‘as 'a total governance system wlth

great |nterdependence among the subsystems. We have learned that there ls no - i

way: by Wthh certaln functlons can be placed at’ any one of the three levels and’

be completely |gnored by -the other two levels. lndeed -as Grodzuns‘ has pounted R

‘Morton Grodzuns, “The .Federal System," in Goals for Americans. Report of

President's Commission on Natuonal Goals, Englewood Cllffs,. NJJ. e Preatlce
Hall l960 ch, 2. ‘ L Ty o ;

Ty




J
O ST YT T 3o b

schools.

'board of . educatlon, they may generate a movement for change and carry it to

‘the state department of educatlon or to the state leguslature
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out, federalism is a plan for sharing the functions of government and not a
plan for separating them. Moreover, this is not a new idea; it has been

. 1
inherent in our federal system from the beginning. Perhaps the relative

unimportance of formal schooling in a frontier society helped develop our
strong tradition of localism in education. In any case,'federalism“in the.

governance of education languished for much of our history. Since World War II

this has changed. :
There are good reasons to support the concept of»federalism, even

in education. First, we are no longer a rural but an urban, technological

socuety lharacteruzed by great mobility of: populatuon - Second, our society

was postulated on an informed electorate, necessary at all levels of’ government
and our early . land grant acts;as well as state const:tuttons made it clear that
cltizenshlp,'as it came.to be called, was a major purpose for establishlng pubtic
Third, -education and ‘training provide not only economic benefits to;the
indlyidual but they contrlbute*to the economic well being of the entire nation;“
Finally, only at the natlonal»level can the matter of equal treatment for all;"
even ln-educatlon,,be assdred. ‘Each-of these;points could be explicated but- “f
that is not my purpose. here. Vv%i‘ : 5Qi, o g I

Another characterlstnc of our federal system is its capacity for a

S citnzens at the school l;‘-‘

\.

problem to be "bucked” from one level. to the next

district level feel dissatisfied with thevr treatment at the hands of the- local \

<l like manner,‘

dlssatisfactlons at either local or: state level ‘may ultimately flnd expressuonv”“k'

nd frequently actlon at the natuonal level, e|ther on the part of 'a agency of'

'Roald F. Campbell & Gerald R Sroufe. “Toward a Ratlonale for Federal -State-: : ) fﬂj
Local Relatuons in Educatlon" Phi Delta Kappan. QG(Sept l965)2 -7. " : L

453-446 0-72 - 12




C-31-
the administrative branch or on the part of Congress itself - For example;b’
the movement toward . decentrallzatiOn in cltles notably in “lChlga'l and New ..
[ S York, has been achneved through appeal to state leglslatures Frequently; L K

the appllcatlon of cnvul rlghts in education as.in other spheres has been
appealed to the national. level. Agaln, the lnterdependence of the three levels -
of gov'.e:r»nance is exempl i'fi'ed | o

This is not to say that each of the three levels of government can

not have some focus in .the total.context ot. governance. I think for instance,

that the major - rcsponslbnluty for the operation of schools should. remain. at. the

local level. With state c0nstitut|ons and state statutes belng what they are,
it is clear that the:‘chlefflegal responsibnllty’for the=establ|shment and support

of schools is at ‘the state level : I thlnk that responsibnluty should remam there.

- and be-exercised more vsgorously, as.. l h.hall argue later -Only at the natnonal
level can a complete picture of -,nat:onal .needs be‘seen',.,,hence, | believe the
national government should pay-. genuine-A'."attentiIOn to national_ needs._and provide. .

'resources to cope: with such -needs. - This is at best a gross "division of basic

- . ' responscbnlntles and should be seen” wuthln ‘a total system .of . governance where-
interdependence and flexcbnlity are. always present

. For ‘the success‘ul operatiOn of the. federal system each of the levels

of governance must’ be strong. One"of the fgr:eatest arguments for .the.consolidation .

of small,: sparcely populated -school dlStl’lCtS is for the preservation of local.

"government, not its destruction. -A puny school district has very., llttle voi"e
in interactionswith state or national agencies. .In similar manner_.-state

: educatwn agencues must be. strengthened if they are to interact effectively with

1
- natwnal and local ‘agencies in. the.governance of education. . In recent years,

lSee Roald F. Campbell, gal Strengthening State Departments of'Education.
Chacago Midwest - Admnnlstratnon Center, University of Chucago, 1967.
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- we appcar to have had a great increase in national influence, sometimelﬁ
- without ’much interaction with state og_local.~-agencies in education. | seek
some redress in this balance. In other words, | would 1i ke:“ to make our

Interdependent system truly interdependent.

Focus at state level

~ Second, the c.hief. focus for the iimpr»oved ‘governance of education
should bev-.at_ ‘the state level. This .is notrtddehy ﬁeeded improvements at
both loca:fiil‘}‘and national-leve'lvs, some -of which are noted below, but the state,
lt; seens to me, occupies a unique positi»on in our system of governance and that:
position has been lafgely_un‘imple‘rnentedll In the fir_s_t place, as noted above,
states are legally responsible for 'tﬁe establishment, operation, and support
of public schools and they have general jurisdiction over nonpublic schools
as well,

.»States have delegated the actual operatibn of public schools to local
districts and .1 think that such delegation should remain. However, even |
delegation -needs. some surveillance. Moreover, _delégation does ndt remove state
responsibility for the establishment, support, and general supe’rvis'ion..cf the
school system. In exercising that responsibility states occupy not only. a
unique legal position, they occupy a pivotal position in the whole federal
system. States, even more than local districts or national agencies", can make
federalism work. States can provide appropriate feed-back to the Congress
and the administrative branch. - States can also give careful attention to the
operating problems faced by local school districts. Many of our governance
problems stem in.large part.from inattention, lack of competence, little courage,
or inadequate revenues at the state level.

. -Some of the state inadequacies may be due to structure but | suspect

the malady is more than that. Structure is at best a means to an end. Even

o, structure may make it easier to follow improved procedures, hence, we must
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give some attention to structural arrangencnts. In my view, state boards of
education should be retained and state. board members should be appointed by

the governor with the approvai of the senate. i take this'position for three
reasons. First, | think the 'governor should play an'important:role in the
governance of education and thoughtful exercise of the appointment function

can contribute to that role. Second, | think that a governor who takes his
appointment function seriously, is in a better position to p]ace able and
represzntative citizens on the state board of education than is an elective
procedure where inevitably state b:oard cand‘idates are far down on the ballot
and little known to the eleqtorate.‘ Third, able and representative citizens
appointed by the governor are in a good position to intera;:t with the governor
regarding the problems and needs of education in the state. | realize that
appointment procedures have not always resulted in these outcomes but | stil?
believe they can. |t may be desirable to establish a nominating mechanism in
a state for the purpose of identifying suitable can-idates for the governor's
consideration. Gubernatorial appointment, if implemented, would require that the
election of state board members be discontinued in some states. In many states
iﬁ would require that appointment procedures 'be taken much more seriously.

As a §econd structural change, | would make the chief state school
~officer an appointee of the state board of education and have him serve at the
pleasure of the board. Only in this way can the board be adequately staffed
and can the executive officer be held accountable. Election of the chief state
school officer, still the practice in twenty-one States, is an anachronism which
should no longer be permitted. | realize that some very able men have been
elected. | also know that board appointment does not guarantee competent
executives. Despite these caveats, if we are going to rationalize our structure

at the state level | think chief state school officers must be selected by state
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boards and made responsible to them.

Let us now furn from structure to function. I think it important
that state education agencies continue with their regulatory functions. In
many cases, these functions need to be performed even more faithfully than they
are now. At the same time | am convinced that state agencies need to provide
leadership in education far beyond what most of them are now doing. This
leadership function will require substantial augmentation of planning and
evaluation activities. —

Planning is almost unknown. To be sure, in recent decades there
has been some planning for higher education, particularly on the part of state
coordinating boards for higher education. At the school level, there has also
been some planning in terms of physical plant needs. Beyond these two examples,
neither school districts nor state agencies have made much use of planning
procedures. Planning involves the setting of goals, the generation of information
relative to those goals, and the projection of programs, both short-term and
long-term, to achieve the goals. Obviously, goz=1 setting is a political process
in which many must share but the state education agency can do much to see that
a planning climate is established and that educational and political leaders
have something to consider. Crisis budgetl‘ng, now so prevelant at both district
and state levels, can be changed only by the perspective which can come through
long-range planning.l Planning on the part of the state education agency hopefully
in conjunction with the general planning arm of the state, for meeting state-wide
education needs should also lead to more planning at the local level for district-
wide needs.

Evaluation Is closely related to planning. Indeed, when evaluation

2
is broadly defined, as it has been by Stufflebeam, it means the generat:on of

1 .
See Edgar L. Morphet & David L. Jesscr, Emeraing State Responsibilities ror
Education. Improving State Leadership in Education, 1362 Lincoln St., Denver,

Colo., 1970.

2Daniel Stufflebeam, et.al., Educational Evaluation & Decision Making. Itasca,

111.: Peacock Pub. Co., 1971. 1;75




infornation for decision making. Activities are of four kinds: context

evaluation or situational analysis, input evaluation or consideration of
alternative courses of action, process evaluation or assessment of procedures,
and product evaluation or determination of outcomes. This formulation takes
nothing away from the importance of the traditional concern about results but

it adds appreciably to the total concept of evaluation.

Evaluation in this larger context can be viewed as a management system.

It bears a relati‘onship to management by objectives, to program budgeting, and
to cost analysis. Whether or not we follow the precise Stufflebeam formulation,
it seems very important that state education agencies have a continuing program
devoted to the analysis of the social and educational conditions of the state; to
the developmeﬁt\of alternative courses of action designed to cope with these
conditions; to the presentation of these alternatives, with supporting evidence,
to the state board of education, to the governor, to the legislature, and to
many other groups; to a continuous system of evaluating the processeses

followed in the implementation of adopted programs and consideration of the
outcomes of such programs; and to a fecycling of information about both process:
and outcome so that such programs might be Improved, augmented, or dropped.

Few structural changes are needed to permit state education agencies
to augment and improve their planning and evaluation functions. What is needed
ls a determination on the part of chief state school officers and state board
members to institute such programs, learn to work with them, and modify internal
crganization and procedure to take account of a more rational approach to state
problems., Once internal capability has been established, there may still be
the problem of implementing the approach with local school district officials

and the political leaders of the state. In many cases these persons are 3lready

demanding approache$ of this kind.
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National Changes

Third, the governance of education can also be improved at the
national level. In terms of structure, two qujor changss are called for. To
begin with, agencies dealing with education shouid be substantjally reduced in
number. While it is probably not possible nor desirable to piace all educational
functions in the U.S.0ffice, it would scem entirely possible to place the
administration of most of the operatiig programs in that office. There appears

to be considerable merit in separating the projected National Institute of

| Education, which is to be devoted to research and development, from the

|
administration of operating programs.

With the emergence of education as an important national function,
a second structural change is suggested. In some way the status of education
should be raised in the federal government. - One alternative is that of giving
the chief education officer cabinet rank. Or, if the Nixon plaﬁ of a department
of human resources should be implemented, a prominent role for cducation should
be established within that department. Perhaps, following the pattern established
in the Defense Department, there could be a Secretary of Education. Responsible
to the secretary might be the U.S. Commissioner for the operating programs in
education and a coordinate officer in charge of the National Institute of
Education. |If education remains in HEW, at least an assoclate secretary for
education In that Department might serve as chief for the Commissioner and for

the Director of NIE, assuming its establishment,.

Where reassignment of education functions to the education agency "~

is not feasible, much more aitention should be paid to coordination among
agencies at the federal level. For example, In the desegregation arca at the

present time, It appears that the position of some of the HEW pcople is quite

'See report of Comission on Instructional Technology, Jo Improve Learning.
Committee on Education & Labor, House of Representatives, U.S. Gov't.
Printing Office, 1970.
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different from the position of the Congress. One way of testing this is for
states and inﬁtitutions which have been given findings of non compliance by
HEW to resist such findings and review them with their congressional
delegations and If need be to let them go to the courts for determination,
In other words administrative regulations may have to be tested by the
legislative or judicial branch of government.

Even at the judicial level, recent court decisions may have gone beyond
Brown. In any case, some of these decisions appear to have little regard for the
over-all consequences of some of the desegregation measures required of school

districts. The insistance on racial balance in the schools of Richmond, Virginia,

for instance, has apparently resulted in the migration of whites from that city

to the point that the Board of Education is now in the federal courts contending

\\
that it cannot achieve racial balance in the schools unless the two neighboring

county-wide school! districts are annexed to Richmond. |, Yor one, wonder how far
L ?

we go to achieve racial balance. What distances are pupils to be bused to achieve

that ¢end? How much resistance among both white and black parents can be incurred?

What evidence do we have that the only road to quality education is through the

mixing of the races? |s desegregation the only value with which we are concerned?

In many places, disregard of over-all consequences of desegrejation measures is

' actually destroying pubiic suppurt for the school system.
Turning from structural coordination to the financing of education [
at the national lcvel, a numBer of changes are recommended. Tc begin with,
total revenues available should be increased. There is considerrable support for
, this position. Education does contribute to the soclal good on a nation-wide
and not merely on a state or local basis. Mobility is a characteristic of our

society, hence, educational deficiencies in any part of the nation tend to offect

other parts of the country. In a more positive sense, increased knowledge through

rescarch and graduate training for scholars and high level professionals crzate
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national resources and add to national manpower pools. Only at the national
level can nation-wide nceds be identified and adequately supported. It is also
true that some states are less able to support educational programs than others,
hence, federal aid, among -other things, should provide some equalization at

the national level, It seems entirely reasonable that the national centribution
to school support might be raised appreciably. In like manner, as suggested by
the Carnegie Commissionl, support for higher education both to institutions and
to students should be increased.

As more money is allocated to education, attention must be paid to
the educational functions to be supported. " As noted above, national support of
research, devclopment, and graduate training seems quite clear. Actually, the
chances of support for educational research are meager at state and local levels,
hence, if federal funds are not made avallablg there will be little research and
development in education., But federal! funds should also be made available for
operating programs designed to mect pressing educational problems and to
supplement state and local effort in other operating areas.

These considerations suggest that federal aid might take two forms.

Categorical aid might be continued when it Is clear that severe problems require

“national effort. |In addition, block grants, revenue sharing, or general aid

might be made available to the states to supplement state funds for special and
general educationc' purposes as defined at the state level, This supplementation
will become even more critical as states assume a greater share in the financing
of schools.

The U.S. Office of Education, other national agencies having to do
with education, and the Congress can do much to improve the operation of the

federal program. To beqin with, federal proarams should be established as the

lQuality and Equality: Mew Levels of Federal Responsibility for Higher Education.
Report of the Carncgie Commissicn, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968,
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result of planning procedures and should come to represent some kind of
sustained effort. In other words, state and localities should be able to
depend upon some kinds of federal support. As part of this procedure the U.S.
Office and other agencies should provide sufficient lead time so that projects
and programs submitted by state departments, school districts, and institutions
can be carefully planned. and, after approval, can be appropriately staffed.
Finally, there must be developed, as there has been in some other departments,

a plan of continuing or multiple year funding. Present préctices of hastily

contrived staffing subject to year end dismantling should be discontinued.

Local changes i

Fourth, the governance of education at the local level should be
improved in both structure and process. In terms of structure, | think the
consolidation of sparcely populated rural distr’lcts should continue. Instead
of 18,000 operating districts we should probably have about 5,000. Both
enrichment of program and economy of scale argue for further consolidation.

In this reorganization it would be helpful if school district boundaries were
made to coincide with the boundaries of other governmental units whether a city,
a county, or several villages and their surrounding areas. Coterminous
boundaries would make collaboration between school districts and other
Jurisdictions much easier. Obviously, this implies some rational plan for the
organization of other governmental units as well as school districts.

Within cities some kind of decentralization is called for. In most
cities this will not require, in my judgment, the breakdown of city-wide school
district into a number of legal entities. In many cases, it seems to me that
reglonal sub-districts could be formed administratively without establishing
a number of new legal entities, each largely autonomous and jealous of its own

powers. 1 take this nosition for two rcasons. First, there arc many things

that should not be decentralized such as the raising of revenues for school
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operation. Second, | doubt that there will be true decentralization until each
building unit in a city has considerable autonomy. This condition may be harder
to achieve in multiple city districts than in a single city district.

While | think there is much to be said for the idea that each school
district should be able to offer a program from kinderdﬁrten through grade 12,
a criterlon often used in guiding the reorganization of school districts, this
goal poses constraints as well as advantages. |t suggests to many school board
members, legislators, and to citizens generally that any programs not falling
within the magic K-12 formula may be less necessary or even undesirable. Actually,
school districts should be free to set up nursery schools, adult programs,
community colleges, vocational training, and experimental programs of many kinds
If the educational needs of the people require them. |f for some reason regular
school districts do not have state authorization or revenues to organize and
operate many kinds of programs, the creation of special districts for such purposes
should be possible. These special districts, such as the one for special education
in Saint Louls, County, Missouri, could work closely with regular districts in
performing particular services, Intermediate units in rural areas might also
be authorized to serve as special districts for programs not feasible in many
smaller units. My point is that regular school districts should have program
flexibility and the possibility of creating school districts for special purposes
should also exist.

| am not yet ready to put school operation in the hands of the mayors
and the city councils. | am ready, as noted above, to make school district
boundaries, wherever feasible, coterminous with those of other Jurisdictions so
that there is a better basis for the consideration of common problems. 1| also
believe that there must be much more collaboration between and among school

districts, city governments, and agencies representing recreation, health,

welfare, housing, employment, and law enforcement. Scue of these agencies are
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municipal, some are county, some arc state, and some are hational. - A1l of
these agencies contribute, directly and indirectly, to the education of the
child. That relationship would be made explicit and should be nurtured
positively. |

In the selection of school board members | think we must find a
way of making boards of education more representative. | am convinced that a
board made up of our ''best' citizens does notrsense adequately-the educational
problems confronting many people, particularly minority groups.and the poor.
There must be a willingness and a procedure whereby some 6f the leaders of
minority groups can be represented on boards of education. In most school
districts this can probably be done through the electoral process. |In large
cities where the electorate has difficulty getting information about the candlidates,
an appointment system by the mayor may be preferable to popular election.

Boards of education, generally, need to change some other practices.
More adequate arrangements for the participation of citizens In school governance
should be developed. In my view, this can be done on a wide-spread basis only
iIf provided for at the level of each school. This Is another reason why | support
the 1dea of decentralization to the building unit. School boards also face a
particularly knotty problem in resistance to change found in many teachers
organizations. Boards can no longer dictate to teachers, neither should they
take dictation from teachers. A way must be found whereby the expertise of teachers
can be taken into account along with the demonstrated needs of students, the values
espoused by the parents, and the expressed will of the larger society.

In a pluralistic society, such as ours, and particularly with respect
to an Important function, such as education, there will be conflict. School
boards must prepare themselves to deal with conflict. One step in conflict

resolution is to mske the board itself more representative, as suggested above.

Another Is to provide for cltizen participation at many levels, 2lso noted above.
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A third is to select a board chairman who has’some facility in conducting a
meeting, in providing for delegations to be heard, in permitting debate, in
Hdealing fairly with all persons, and in terminating unnecessary discussion. The
time is past for honorific chairmen; skilled presiding officers are needed.
Finally, conflict resolution.requires accurate information, a point to which we
now return. |

School boards have traditionally made decisions upon the recommenda-
tions of their superintendents and often boards and superintendents have had
little reliable information as background for such decisions. Even more
significant than the paucity of relevant information has been the fact that
most boards have had no system by which information could be';upplied or by
which the value positions involved could be made expiicit. That situation must
change. The demand for accountability, for the reporting of results, for program
budgeting, for cost-benefit analysis all argue that school boards must have
better planning and evaluation capability. Larger school districts should
establish planning and evaluation units of their own and such services should be
made available to smaller districts on a collaborative basis of some kind.!

By way of summary, | have suggested that formal educatiﬁn is at a
critical point in our history. Part of this condition may be ascribed to a general
disenchantment with our established institutions but part of it is also due to
cond{tions surrounding schools and colleges themselves. | have indicated that the
schools, particularly, are under many strains and stresses including great concern
with their nature and purpose, the growth of alternate systems, the push for new
structures, the demands of new participants, financial distress, and firally more

vigorous intervention from state and nationral agencies. Consideration was then

lScc New Dimensions ©of School Board Leadership. A seminar report, Evanston,

I11.: National School Boards Association, 1969.
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given to some of the governance problems among local, state, and national levels;
and to some -governance problems at each of these levels. Finally, | turped to
f a consideration of at least a beginning rationale for an intergovernmental

approach to the governance of education. Major points were: first, a need to

recognize, not the separation of powers at local, state, and national levels, but
the intecrdependence of the total governance system; second, the pivotal position
of the state in making our federal system work, and the need in states to update
their structure and build in planning and research capabilities; third, the need
to give education a more stategic place in the structure of the federal government,
to augment federal aid for both categorical and general purposes, and to build in

some stability to that financial support; and fourth, the continuation of local

school districts but with some restructuring in both rural and urban aress and
i with more collaboration with other gcvernmental jurisdictions. These changes

] require a rational approach to our problems, a conviction that structure must

be made to serve program, and a continuing quest for accountability in government.
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SUGGESTED COMPACT

State Responsibilities

1.

2.

Maintain a free public school system.
Provide a mechanism for setting goals and objectives
in education (with widesprcad participation in their
development), logical and systematic planning for
accomplishment of goals, appropriate evaluation to
determine if goals are being accomplished, and
reporting to the public.
All children between 6 and 16 will be required to
attend a schocl or will be provided a suitable educa-
tional experience.
Insure that no child will be denied admission to any
public school because of his race, religion, or ethnic
origin,
All public accredited elementary and secondary schools
will maintain a program of instruction designed to meet
the varying needs of all children and youth in the
state, including:

i able for ail children in need of such instruction,
b. Year-rt;und educational opportunities available,

tuition free, for those needing or desiring them,

c. Every young person shall have available (1) a cluster

of practical skills useful in employment, or (2) the

preparation necessary to pursue postsecondary education
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a.. Appropriate remedial or specialized education avail-




6.

7.

|
i

10.

upon graduation or leaving formal schooling.

The state shall encourage innovation and develop-
ment of new educational programs and provide for
their financing and evaluation. Examples are

early childhood and adult and continuing education.
The state has the responsibility to provide for a
uniform, comprehensive system of education, and
data and management information for use in decision
making at both state and local 1levels.

Each state shall provide improved evaluation and
planning competency at the state level plus aid

to the lozal education agencies in this vital area.
Adequate financial resources will be available for
public schools in all parts of the state without
excessive local tax burden and with such burden
fairly distributed among the state's citizens.
Annual state appropriations for schools will be
completed in time for effective planning by the

local education agencies.

Federal Responsibilities

1.

Federal categorical aids should be consolidated into a

few "block grants" in which the amount of aid to any

state is related to its educational need and to its

fiscal effort to support schools. The latter should
not be based solely upon expenditures for the federally
aided programs; instead it should be based upon the

total expenditures from state and local sources.
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The federal govermment shall provide substantial
educational funding to the states for general aid
supplementing state-local funds so as to make educa-
tional services more nearly equal between and

within states.

The federal government shall fully fund educational
programs to meet specific national objectives.
Federal funds for public schools, except for
payments to local school districts in lieu of
property taxes, will be granted to states and
administered by state education agencies under
federally approved state plans.

In order to qualify for federal financial aid,

the federal govexrnment shall require that "no

child is denied admission to any public school
because of his race, religion, or ethnic origin."
Annual federal appropriations for public schools
will be completed in time to permit effective
planning by state and local education agencies.

The federal government should assume primary
responsibility for financing and coordinating
research and development for education, seeking

to solve educational problems of common concern

to all states.

The federal government shall develop and help finance,
in cooperation with state and local education agencies,

an interconnecting system of educational data and

information. 1 8'?
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THE SQUALIZED MATCQHING APPROACH

T0 REVENUE SHARING FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

A weakness of most revenue-sharing plans is their failure to include
built-in assurance that state and local tax effort will be continued. The equal-

jzed matching plan is designed to provide such assurance.

Under the equalized matching plan, federal reirbursement percentages would be

cotputed for each state from a statutory forgula, and each state would receive a
federal grant equal to the product of its federal reimbursement percentage and the i
amount it expended from state and local sources for public school support during

the preceding school year. The federal reimbursement percentages would be inversely

related to the state's per capita income, so that low income states would receive a

greater percentage grant.

The suggested formula for computing the federal reimbursement percentage is:

Y G L DU e b e BE e i

25%
Federal Reisbursement Percent = s—SFiocal Capacity Index

The federal reisbrusepent percentage formula would be established by law.

The subtraction of 5% from the quotient makes the average federal contribution rate

equal to 20% and introduces an equalizing factor. The State's Fiscal Capacity Index

is the quotient obtained by dividing the state's per capita income by the national

average per capita income. For a state with average income per capita, the fiscal

capacity index would be 1. Using the above formula and recent information concerning

th. per capita income for each state, it is possible to estimate the range of

federal reimbursemegnt percentages among the states.




State Fiscal Capacity Indices, based upon personal income per capita for 1969,
ranged from .6 in the state with the lowest per capita income to 1.25 in the state
with the highest per capita income. The suggested formula would provide federal

reisbursement percentages as follows:

Fiscal Federal
Capacity Reimbursement
Index Percentage
High Income State 1.25 15%
Average Income State 1.00 20%
Low Income State .60 36%

The use of personal income per capita to determine a State's Fiscal Capacity
Index is based upon the assumption that the total personal income of the people
in a state is a valid measure of their capacity to pay taxes. Other measures of
fiscal capacity may be substituted for personal income using the same formula to
deternine the matching ratio for each state. This is possible since the Fiscal
Capacity Index for a state of average fiscal capacity will always be equal to 1.

Under this plan, a state would qualify for its grant by its own effort to
support public schools. This approach has a built-in assurance that the state
would not reduce its effort. A reduction in state and local effort would result
in a decreased federal payment during the ensuing year. In this sense, the federal
grant would be an incentive for at least maintaining state and local effort for
public school support.

The total state and local current expenditures for public schools world be
computed for each state each year by first determining the total amount it expended
during the preceding school year for carrent public school purposes. This total
would include amounts for kindergarter, grades 1 through 12, and summer schools.
From this total would be deducted amounts contributed by the Federal Government for

the current support of these school programs during th.e preceding year. Estimates
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of the amounts due each state, under the equalized matching plan, are shown in

the attached table.
Under the equalized matching formula, the total annual federal contribution for

the general support of public schools would be equal to approximately 20 percent

of the amount contributed from state and local tax sources. However, it is anti-
cipated that some federal ca*egorical aids would be continued, making the total
federal contribution for all programs approximately equal to 22 percent of the total

cost of public elementary and secondary schools.

While these overall amounts are reasonable, they would need to be approached
gradually, perhaps over a three or five-year period. However, the ultimate goal
should be established at the outset, so that orderly fiscal planning is possible.

The equalized matching approach is based upori the assumption that states and
local school districts will continue to provide most of the funds needed to operate
public schools. Federal funds are supplemental, intended to compensate for de-
ficiencies in state and local school revenues and to provide an incentive for
continued state effort to support public schools.

The equalized matching plan has a relatively clear purpose -- to share public

school costs on an established percentage basis and to provide an incentive for

continued state "effort" in the support dof public schools from state and local sources.

Under this plan, the appropriation process should be less controversial, since the
states would "earn'" their federal apportionment by contributing amounts from state

and local tax sources. Moreover. the percentage relationship, once established,

would not need to be changed each year to reflect changes in the value of the dollar.

With such stability, effective local planning would be facilitated.

The chief criticism of the equalized matching plan is that it might provide

However, if the maximum

an incentive for extravagance in educational expenditures.
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state reimbursement percentage is less than 40% and, in high income states, less
than 20%, the danger that federal aid would constitute an incentive for extravagance
is minimized.

However, an additional constraint upon the equalized matching approvach, limiting
the effect of extremely high or low state and local effort, is suggested. Under
this constraint, no state could receive more than -11095 or less than 90% of the
national average amount per pupil. This constraint wae used in computing the

estinates shown in the table.
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ESTIMATED FEDERAL AID PAYMENTS TO STATES, UNDER THE EQUALIZED MATCHING PLAN,
‘USING TOTAL PCRSONAL INCOME TO DETERMINE THE FISCAL CAPACITY INDEX

Estimated
State and
local Sch. Estimated
Revenues Total federal
Per Pupil Personal Fiscal Federal Aid Per
in AD Income Per Capacity Reimbursem't. Pupil
State 1969-70 Capita,1969 Index Percent in ADM
¢)) (2) (3 ) (s) (6)
U. S. TOTAL $ 782 $3,687 1.00 20% $156
Alabama 444 2,582 .70 31 140
Alaska 818 4,460 1.21 16 140
Arizona 794 3,372 .91 22 172
Arkansas 466 2,488 .67 32 149
California 733 4,290 1.16 17 140
Colorado 747 3,604 .98 21 157
Connecticut 1,260 4,595 1.325 15 172
Delaware 977 4,i07 1.1 18 172
Florida 727 3,525 - 96 21 153
Georgia $27 3,071 ..83 25 140
961 3,928 1.07 18 172
Havall 541 2,953 .80 2 140
11linois 1,004 4,285 1.16 17 171
tndiana 641 3, 687 1.00 20 140
lowa 813 3,549 .96 21 171
861 3,488 .95 21 172
Moty 571 2,847 77 27 154
Louisisna 619 2,781 .75 28 172
Maine 678 3,054 .83 25 170
Maryland 906 4,073 1.10 18 163
Massachusetts 829 4,156 1.13 1 140
Michigan 766 3,994 1.08 18 140
Minnesota 854 3,635 .99 20 171
Mississippi 442 2,218 . 60 36 159
Missouri 710 3,458 .94 22 156
Montana 751 3,130 .85 24 172
Nebraska 663 3,609 .98 21 140
Nevada 787 - 4,458 1.21 16 140
New Hampshire 725 3,47 .94 22 160
New Jersey 1,021 4,241 1.15 17 172
-5 -
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— Estimatcd - :

State and

Local Sch Estimated

Revenues Total Federal :

Per Pupil Personal Fiscal Federal Aid Per :

in ADM Income Per Capacity Reicbursem't. Pupil |

State 1969-70 Capita, 1969 Index Percent in ADM {

) (1) (2) (3) (4) (S) (6) i
New Mexico $ 616 $2,897 .79 27% $166
Nev York 1,262 4,442 1.20 16 172
North Carolina 566 2,888 .78 27 153
North Dakota 687 3,012 .82 25 172
Ohio 720 3,738 1.01 20 144
Oklahona 493 3,047 .83 25 140
Cregon 921 3,573 .97 21 - 172
Pennsylvania 910 3,659 .99 20 172
Rhode Island 798 3,858 1.05 19 152
South Carolina 563 2,607 71 30 169
South Dakota 594 . 3,027 82 - 149
Tennessee 535 2,808 .76 28 130
Texas $92 3,259 .88 23 140
Utsh 652 2,997 .81 26 170
Yermont 903 3,247 .88 4 23 172
Virginia 693 3,307 .90 23 159

';sgington 846 3: 848 1.04 19 161 :

West Virginia 617 2,603 1 30 172 i

Wisconsin 943 3,632 .99 gg . igg i

- 706 3,353 91 : ;

% Wyoning _ ’ y | ]

|

Sources: {

Q?

Coluzn 2: Derived from information reported by NEA Research Division in Estimates of
School Statistics, 1970-71 (NEA: Washington, D.C., 1970) Tables 3 and 9.

Column 3: U.S. Commerce Department, Office of Business Ecrmomics: Survey of Current
Business (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govermment Pr.nting Office, August, 1970),

p. 35.

Column 4: Column 3 divided by the National average personal income per capita, $3687
(computed by multiplying col. 2-by 1/3687 equal to .000271223j.

Colusn S: 25% divided by Fiscal Capacity Index (Column 4) minus 5%.

Column 6; Column S multiplied by Colunn 2, but not less than $140 nor more than $172.
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